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INTRODUCTION

The UI Research Exchandge is published by the Unemployment
Insurance Service to increase the effectiveness of research
throughout the UI program. To achieve this goal, the Exchande
provides a means of communication among researchers and between
researchers and policymakers. The Exchange is designed to be an
open forum for all UI researchers.

This ninth issue contains eight contributed papers:
Linkages and Coordination by Jon Messenger and Stephen Marler;
Coordination and Linkages Between Unemployment Insurance, Job
Service, and the Job Training Partnership Act Network by Ruth
Thompson; Employment Development Department Single Client Data
Base by Martha Lopez; UI Quality Control Program Improvement
Study by Robert A. Comfort and Janet C. Peck; Utah Quality
Control Program-Improvement Study: Abstract prepared by Janet C.
Peck; 1990 Utah Quality Control Program Improvement Study by
Robert A. Comfort; DUA Expert System as Developed by the Texas
Employment Commission by Howard R. Hageman and Ted Swindle; and
An Essay on Short~Time Compensation by Wayne Vrcman.
Descriptions of UI research projects--both in progress and
completed--conducted and sponsored by the State agencies and the
Unemployment Insurance Service are also included. Research data
and information sources, methods and tools are discussed. This
issue also contains a variety of other research information.
There are announcements and reports on seminars, Ul personnel,
and recent legislative and financial developments.

Thanks to those who contributed to this eighth issue. We
look forward to broad based participation in the next issue. For
a description of the format in which material should be
submitted, see the Appendix.




IT.

IIT.

Iv.

CONTENTS

PAGE

CONTRIBUTED PAPERS
A. Linkages and Coordination: Using Team Work

To Assist the Dislocated WOrkKer....eoeeveeeenneooonons 1
B. Coordination and Linkages Between Unemployment

Insurance, Job Service, and the Job Training

Partnership Act Network...seeveeevenoensaesoens ceee e 35
C. Employment Development Department

Single Client Data Base........ ettt tee e s e s e 42
D. UI Quality Control Program Improvement Study......... 45
E. Utah Quality Control Program Improvement Study

Abstract. ...ttt eecencannns Ceeseseesescacene e 58
F. 1990 Utah Quality Control Program Improvement

Study -~ Executive SUMMary....eceeseeceeseccccosonnnns 62
G. DUA Expert System as Developed by the Texas

Employment COmMMiSSioN....cceeeeeeieenerceeecacansnnnss 66
H. An Essay on Short-Time Compensation.......ceeeeeeesns 69
RESEARCH PROJECT SUMMARIES
A, Research Projects Planned and in ProgressS.......... .102
B. Research Projects Completed..voeeeececirencesaacesnass 114
SEMINARS, MEETINGS AND SIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES
A. 1991 Quantitative Methods Seminar......coe... R I e
B. Benefit Financing Seminar.....eeeeeeeceevennsenanens 145

RESEARCH DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES; RESEARCH METHODS
AND TOOLS

A, Reporting Systems Update...... eeveesssssesan ceeeee 147

B. Benefit Financing State Model Status................148




VI.

VII.

RECENT FINANCIAL AND LEGISLATION DEVELOFMENTS

A. Financial Developments - Loan Status of States...... 151
B. Economic Conditions/Financial Status........... ceee.152
C. Recent Legislative Developments............ D K7
D. Changes in Unemployment Insurance Legislation
During 1991.....c00ceeeecnnnn Cecerrecietrrecans ce...164
E. Changes in Unemployment Insurance Legislation
DULING 1990. .0ttt sitoinosesoencneeensonnssensnenness 170
INDEXES
A. Index of State Employment Security Agency
Contributors. ...ttt inenineenennnns Ceteittenes 175
B. Research and Analysis Chiefs/Other Key Individuals
Involved in UI Research in State Employment
SecUrity AQeNCieS...iiiiiiereneeeneeeneenoneenonnnnan 177
C. Unemployment Insurance Service National and
Regional DireCtory .. i eeeeeeneeneneeeeenaoeenenns 184
UI OCCASIONAL PAPER SERTIES.....eeeveeneen ce e s errenasne ...189
APPENDIX

Instructions for Submittal Of TtemS. .. .ee oo enennnn. 199




I. CONTRIBUTED PAPERS

A. LINKAGES AND COORDINATION:
USING TEAM WORK TO ASSIST THE DISLOCATED WORKER




LINKAGES AND COORDINATION

i

St

—_— e L — 4P e — eot—




CONTENTS
FORWARD:. ¢ ceeeeocccceccosssnsnssa ceeceecocannn ceceeneann ceeceeeeb

INTERPROGRAM COORDINATION AND LINKAGES IN EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING PROGRAMS: A SUMMARY

I. INTRODUCTION. .. ccoteuvveas cecesene ceeseessscsscesccssensasd

IT. KEY ELEMENTS OF UI=ES=JTPA. ... .c:cceeeecnonsccnnason —

A. Identification of the Target Population...........9

B. UI Referral MechaniSm...ceeeeeeeeseeoscscoanaoeasll

c. ES/EDWAA Referral Acceptance Mechanism...........11

D. Reemployment Services to Targeted UI Claimants...12

E. Information Exchange Between UI, ES, JTPA........13

IIXI. MANAGEMENT LINKAGE MECHANISMS AND FUNDING.....0c000...15

IV. CONCLUSION....eoeeeseo s s e s eces s s s ecesesssssassssenceselb
EXAMPLES OF STATE LINKAGES AND COORDINATION PROGRAMS

I. IDENTIFICATION OF THE TARGET POPULATION.....v.vceeosssel?

A. Profiling Criteria.....ceceeeeeeeeeeeceseennenensal?

1. Permanent Separation/Recall Date........e...17

2. Tenure on Pre-Layoff Job....ceeeeeeeeenenenal?

3. Pre-Layoff Occupation (DOT Code).....evveeoe.l?

4. Unemployment Due to Plant 01051ng/Layoff «ceel?

5. Declining Industry (SIC Code).ve..vevoveeeeessal8

B. Sources of Profiling Data......ceeevevreeeeeenees..18

1. UI Initial Claim FOIrM.:eeeeeeenerooesenesesalB

2. Supplementary FOrM...ceeeeeeeeeerocnceensesal8

3. BLS Mass Layoff Report.......vccieeveeeeeee..18

4. In-Person Questioning....ceeeeeeereeessesaeeal9

C. Identification and Selection Process......... ees+19

1. Automated Selection By State Mainframe

Computer.......ooveuee.e I . |
2. Unemployment Insurance C1a1ms Takers........ 19
3. Individual Interview (e.q. Eligibility

Review Program Interv1ews(ERPs) Ceesenenseesl9

4. Regularly Generated Reports.....n...........20

-3 -




II.

MECHANISMS FOR UI REFERRAL OF TARGETED CLAIMANTS......21

- A. Automated Referral Listing Sent to Employment

III.

IV.

V.

VI.

. Service or Economic Dislocation and Worker

Adjustment Assistance Staff.......cceeeiTeeee....21
B. Automated Referral Letter Sent to Claimants......22
c. In-Person Referral at Group Orientation Session

(e.g., Benefit Rights Interview)......cceevueeee..22
D. In-Person Referral at Initial Claim/First

Payment....cceeeeeeeseecerssossoonsossosnsennsecnneessl
E. In-Person Referral at Individual Interview.......24
F. Data Base Query Capabilities....cicevicecececcesa24

MECHANISMS FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICE (ES)/ECONOMIC
DISLOCATION AND WORKER ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (EDWAA)
ACCEPTANCE OF UI REFERRALS. .. .ccveecctscccnsnsoncssses2b

A. Employment Service Registration Process..........25
B. Group Orientation Session....sveieeecevecencnesnees2b
c. Co-Location of EDWAA/ES with UI.....cieveeeeeees.25
D. Outstation EDWAA/ES Staffer at UI Office.........26
E. Designate Economic Dislocation and Worker
Adjustment Assistance/Employment Service Staffer
as initial Point of Contact.....ceeevenevecanes ..26

REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES FOR TARGETED CLAIMANTS..........27

A, Job Search and Placement Assistance........cee...27
B. Job Training ProgramsS....ceseeeecessssssscsccecseal?
C. Other Reemployment Services.....ceeeceeeceeceneesa2?

INFORMATION EXCHANGE MECHANISMS......ce000e0es creeess.28

A, UI Benefits Data Sharing.....ceeceeeceenceececes28
B. Shared DatabasesS....ceeeeerssecoscccsssscssncseesel8
cC. Claimant Tracking Databases.....cecieeeeeeceeee..28
D. Mass Layoff Survey....cceeeescesnsessosacsscsnsssel9
E. Electronic Mail System...cceceeceecrseccrecnoocesel9
F. ES Participation Database.....cceecnencccoceeessea9
G. REPOrES..ittecerereoeneressenscssccsncseseccsnsnesa?

MANAGEMENT LINKAGE MECHANIS&S...........n.............31

A, Common Intake Form/Common Intake Process.........31
B. Central Program Coordinator/Team......ececeeee...31
C. Cross-Trained Staff...ccieeiiereececrceccceceenssal2
D. Rapid ReSpoONSe TeaM.:.eeeescesoescetoenosonanseeeel

e




VII. FUNDING SOURCES. ... .t ettt oeeessencesaccoctonnsooseneascs 34

B

HOOW

Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment

Assistance FUuNAS. ... .. et eeeeecseeoenecocncnsnnees 34
TAA FUNAS .ttt et ot eeesasenssssscssssansosscsssaccnses 34
Special UL FUNAS. ettt teeeeeeanossaasssoasaenessss 34
State General ReVENUES. ...t eeoeoetecenoconososneoas 34
0 o 1= o 34




FORWARD

In St. Petersburg Beach, Florida, during December 11-12, 1990, the Employment and
Training Administration’s Regional Office in Atlanta Georgia sponsored a JTPA/UIS/ES
Coordination and Linkages Workshop. Jon Messenger of the Unemployment Insurance
Service’s (UIS) National office made a presentation to the attenders. Mr. Messenger’s
presentation focused on the importance of linkage and coordination mechanisms and the
key elements necessary for establishing such mechanisms. The first section of this paper is
a summary of Jon Messenger’s presentation. -

Every year States submit a Program and Budget Plan (PBP) to the National Unemployment
Insurance Service. States were asked to provide the National office, in the Fiscal Year (FY)
1991 PBPs, with a description of: whether and, if so, how the Unemployment Insurance (UI)
system is being used to identify potential dislocated workers in need of Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Act (EDWAA) services; procedures for
referring dislocated Ul claimants to the EDWAA program; and information exchange
mechanisms between Ul and the EDWAA system. Stephen Marler of UIS national office
summarized the States’ responses found in the PBPs. The second section of this paper is
Mr. Marler’s summary of the FY 1991 PBPs. In some cases, potential system components
have not been utilized or described by the State agencies and examples of these components
were not provided. The Linkage/Coordination structure used in this section is the same as
in the prior section.

The purpose of this analysis is to provide State agencies and others with an understanding
of what coordination and linkage programs the individual States have implemented, what
are the components of such systems, and how these components fit together as a system.

The Unemployment Insurance Service plans to update this document with FY 92 PBP data.
The revised document will be made available to interested parties upon completion.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since the mid-1970’s, intensified international competition and rapidly changing technolo-
gies have caused a major change in the nature of U.S. unemployment. Older, estab-
lished industries--especially in the manufacturing sector--have declined, while service and
information industries have grown. Permanent mass layoffs and plant closings in
declining industries as a result of structural changes in the economy have caused
structural unemployment. Individuals unemployed due to these changes--"dislocated
workers"--will not return to the same or similar jobs--their jobs no longer exist.

Dislocated workers still need the income support provided by Unemployment Insurance
(UI) to sustain themselves and their families. However, income support is often not
enough since similar jobs are unavailable upon exhausting their UI benefits. Without
additional reemployment assistance, many of these workers will likely exhaust their UI
benefits and become long-term unemployed, resulting in great costs to themselves,
government, and society. These dislocated workers need reemployment assistance to
help them make the transition to new jobs. Several programs are designed to provide
these types of reemployment assistance: the Employment Service (ES); the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA), especially JTPA’s Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjust-
ment Assistance Act (EDWAA) program; and the amended Trade Adjustment Assis-
tance (TAA) program authorized by the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act.

According to a Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) survey?, 81 percent of those dislocated
workers who are still unemployed after five weeks received Ul benefits during their spell
of unemployment--81 percent. Considering that such a vast majority of the dislocated
worker population comes through the UI system, this system can be used as a vehicle to
identify dislocated workers, early in their spell of unemployment, and refer them to
needed reemployment services.

In order to take advantage of this opportunity, States need to establish "linkages"
between their UL, ES, and JTPA programs. Talking about ccordination in general is
vague--"we coordinate with this program” or "we coordinate with them." Linkages are
specific--they can be defined as "exchange relationships that facilitate the coordination of
two or more organizations." Linkages go beyond coordination in general and focus on
establishing the processes and procedures necessary to implernent coordination between
program agencies in their day-to-day operations.

EDWAA, the amended TAA program, and the Worker Adjustment and Retraining
Notification Act (WARN) all emphasize interprogram coordination, early intervention to
accelerate the delivery of reemployment services, and the return of dislocated workers to

1 Displaced Worker Supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS), January 1988.
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accelerate the delivery of reemployment services, and the return of dislocated workers to
productive employment. EDWAA specifically requires coordination between the Ul
system and the EDWAA program for the purpose of better serving dislocated workers
(Section 314(f)) EDWAA also requires Ul claimants who are dislocated workers to be
enrolled in tralmng by their 13th. week of unemployment benefits, in order to be eligible
for extended income support payments

The Department is comnntted to encouragmg lmkages between the UI ES, EDWAA,
and TAA programs and has demonstrated this commitment through a number of its
actions. In January 1990, ETA issued a joint Unemployment Insurance Program Letter
(UIPL) and Training and Employment Information Notice (TEIN) describing possible
approaches for successfully linking the Ul ES, and JTPA programs, such as the "New
Jersey Model" developed in the New Jersey UI Reemployment Demonstration Project.
ETA’s FY 1991-92 planning guidelines for State' Ul Program and Budget Plans (PBP) for
FY 1991 emphasize the improvement of hnkages between UI and ES, EDWAA, and
TAA as an area of program emphasis. ETA’s planning guidance and instructions to
EDWAA grantees for the development of State plans for PY 1990 also required a
description of: whether and, if so, how the UI system is being used to identify potential
dislocated workers in need of EDWAA services; procedures for referring dislocated UI
claimants to the EDWAA program; and information exchange mechanisms between Ul
and the EDWAA system.
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II. KEY ELEMENTS OF UI-ES-JTPA LINKAGES

How can these linkages be established? There are five key elements necessary for
establishing interprogram linkages between Ul, ES, and JTPA for identifying and serving
UI claimants who are dislocated workers. These five key elements are:

(A) a procedure for identifying those claimants who should be targeted to
receive reemployment assistance ("profiling");

(B) a mechanism in the UI program to refer targeted claimants to ES and/or
JTPA;

(C) a mechanism in ES and/or JTPA for accepting the referrals made by UI,

(D) reemployment services appropriate for targeted claimants that are available
on a timely basis; and

(E) a mechanism for exchanging information on the current status of targeted
claimants among the UI, ES, and JTPA programs.

While each of these elements is critical for establishing UI-ES-JTPA linkages, there are
a number of options that States can use for implementing each of these elements. The
remainder of Section II will review each of these elements in more detail, and take a
look at some possible options that States might consider for implementing linkages
between their Ul, ES, and JTPA programs.

(A) Identification of the Target Population

The first key element for establishing linkages between UI, ES, and JTPA involves
creating a process for identifying these claimants who are in need of and benefit from
reemployment assistance out of the general population of Ul claimants. These claimants
who are likely to be dislocated workers, generally represent only about 10-20 percent of
the total UI claimant population. ES and JTPA do not have the resources to receive
and screen all Ul claimants. Therefore, there needs to be a profiling procedure that
identifies and refers those UI claimants who have high probability of being dislocated
workers and needing reemployment assistance. UI can provide profiling at a relatively
low cost, thus allowing ES and JTPA to focus only on those claimants who are likely to
need reemployment services.

Creating a workable profiling procedure essentially involves three steps:

(1)  developing a set of profiling criteria that can be used to determine which
claimants meet the definition of a "dislocated worker" (i.e., a dislocated
worker profile);

(2)  identifying and/or developing data sources that will provide the specific
data items required to operationalize the dislocated worker definition; and

(3)  developing a procedure for selecting claimants who meet the dislocated
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worker profiling criteria out of the general population of UI claimants.

A number of possible criteria exist that can be used to determine which claimants are
‘likely to be dislocated workers. Some possible profiling criteria include:

(1)  permanent separation of the worker from their pre-layoff job or the
' absence of a definite date of recall to that job (e.g., Mafyland uses an
~ indicator of whether or not the claimant i is _]Ob attached under their Fast
~Track program);

(2) the tenure of the worker in the pre-layoff job as an indicator of substantial
attachment to that job (e.g., the Florida Training Candidate Program,

.. which operated on a pllOt basis, used 18 months of tenure with the pre-
layoff employer. Florida is proposing to implement a statewide Training
Investment Program based on the results of the Training Candidate Pro-

A gram);

(3)  the fact that the worker’s separating employer was in a declining industry,

" based on that employer’s SIC code;

(4)  whether or not the worker’s pre-layoff job was in a "demand occupation,”
based on the claimant’s DOT code (e.g., New York uses a classification of
claimants according to occupation and labor mar ket demand for that

. occupatlon) and
~(5) the fact that the worker was laid off as part of a identifiable plant closing
or mass layoff.

Sources of data for determining whether claimants meet the dislocated worker profiling
criteria include the Ul initial claims form (either with or without additional data items);
supplementary intake forms developed specifically to gather additional data items; and
the BLS Mass Layoff Report, which could be used to identify individuals who are
impacted by employer layoffs of generally 50 or more workers. The UI initial claims
form is often a particularly rich source of information for profiling dislocated workers,
and is used by a number of States for that purpose.

The procedure for selectmg claimants who meet the dlslocated ‘worker profiling criteria
out of the general Ul population can be implemented one of two ways. One option is to
automate the selection procedure, so that a selection program running on the State’s
mainframe computer will generate a list of profiled claimants. Kansas uses its State
’_,mamframe computer system for profiling dislocated workers. Given the volume of Ul

- claims in most. States--espemally as unemployment 1ncreases--thrs might be a particularly
cost-effective option.

Alternatively, this selection procedure can be handled manually. Possible options for

handling this procedure manually include having UI claims takers identify claimants who
meet the dislocated worker profile at the time of initial claim filing or having in-person

-10-
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interviews with claimants at some point in the claims series, perhaps as part of the early
eligibility reviews under the Eligibility Review Program (ERP). Idaho uses ERP
interviews to identify individuals appropriate for dislocated worker services.

(B) UI Referral Mechanism

The second key element for establishing linkages between Ul, ES, and JTPA is the
mechanism that Ul will use for making systematic referrals of profiled claimants to ES
and/or the JTPA substate grantee that administers the EDWAA program. There are
several possible mechanisms that the Ul program can use for making those referrals.

Possible options involve automating the referral process, these include: include:
producing an automated listing of profiled claimants that is transmitted to ES and/or
EDWAA staff, and sending a computer-generated referral letter directly to profiled
claimants to inform them of when and where to report to find out about reemployment
service options. In Nebraska, Ul provides weekly and monthly reports to JTPA based on
claim information identifying individuals who are potential dislocated workers, which
JTPA then uses to contact those claimants.

Other options involve incorporating an in-person referral process into the first payment
or initial claims procedures. Some possibilities include: having Ul claims takers send
profiled claimants to an interviewer, who would then explain available reemployment
service options to them and make the referral, or making referrals as part of the Benefit
Rights Interview. Arkansas determines whether or not claimants are permanently laid
off at the Benefits Rights Interview (BRI), and if so, refers them to ES. Another option
would be to build the referral process into an existing in-person interview, such as
interviews conducted by States under the ERP.

(C) ES/EDWAA Referral Acceptance Mechanism

The third key element in the linkage process is the mechanism by which the JTPA
Agency that administers the local EDWAA program accepts the referrals of dislocated
claimants made by UL This linkage is particularly critical because this is often the point
at which claimants tend to "slip through the cracks" between programs. They are
referred but the connection is never made.

Again, there are several possible approaches that ES and EDWAA substate grantees can
use for ensuring the systematic receipt of referrals from UL Perhaps the simplest option
for acceptance of referrals from Ul is to have profiled claimants report to a designated
staffer in the ES office and/or the EDWAA substate grantee’s office.

This staffer would serve as the initial point of contact for profiled claimants, would
provide claimants with information about available reemployment services, conduct an

-11-
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assessment of the claimant’s employability needs, and help them choose an appropriate
service option. In Rhode Island, UI refers eligible dislocated workers to ES, where an
interviewer explains service options, conducts an initial assessment, and refers the ”
individual to EDWAA (if necessary). Other possible mechanisms include incorporating -
a review of reemployment service options into the ES work registration process or
conducting a group orientation session for all profiled claimants referred durmg a
particular time period. -

The acceptance of referrals from Ul is typically an easier process for ES than for
EDWAA. Local ES offices tend to be located in same building with, or nearby, local Ul
offices; EDWAA substate grantees’ offices are generally not located in close proximity to
local UI offices. If either the EDWAA or ES offices are not located near the UI office,
some claimants may never get to those offices to receive services.

The likelihood that referrals will be successfully completed can be increased significantly
through one of two options: collocation of UI, ES, and JTPA, or outstationing an
EDWAA or ES staffer at the local Ul office. The co-location of Ul, ES, and EDWAA
offices provides a one-stop facility where claimants can go to meet their employment and
training needs. In South Dakota and Washington State, staff from the Ul, ES, EDWAA,
and TAA programs are co-located in the Job Service offices around the State. (New
York is also in the process of co-locating its offices as well). With either of these
options, the referral can be completed before the individual leaves the office.

(D) Reemployment Services to Prgfiled Ul Claimants

The fourth key element in the linkage process is the reemployment services that are
made available to profiled Ul claimants from the EDWAA, ES, and TAA programs.
Obviously, the type(s), quantity, quality and timeliness of available reemployment
assistance will have a major impact on the success of any effort aimed at establishing
interprogram linkages.

Reemployment services provided by ES and JTPA should aim to provide a variety of
different optlons for profiled claimants, in order to meet their varied employablhty
needs. At a minimum, reemployment services will need to include both:

(1)  job search and placement assistance, to provide individuals who have
marketable skills with the tools and support that they need to find suitable
employment, and

(2) job tralmng programs, to assist md1v1duals who lack marketable skills to
acquire new skills (or upgrade their existing skills) in an occupation that is
in demand in their local labor market.

Nevada, for example, has implemented an early intervention program, the Claimant

-12-




INTERPROGRAM COORDINATION AND LINKAGES IN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS: A SUMMARY

Employment Program (CEP) to focus counseling and placement services provided by ES,
and training programs provided by JTPA, on Ul claimants by their fourth week of Ul
benefits.

Other types of reemployment assistance can also be provided to profiled claimants.
These include such services as allowances for out-of-area job search, relocation assis-
tance, educational programs, and entrepreneurship assistance to help individuals to
become self-employed.

(E) Information Exchange Between UL ES, and JTPA

The fifth and final key element in establishing interprogram linkages is the process by
which information on profiled claimants will be communicated between the UI, ES, and
JTPA programs. At a minimum, ES and JTPA staff will need the names of profiled
claimants, contact information (e.g., addresses and phone numbers), and possibly
background information (e.g., previous occupation), so that they can contact those
claimants to provide them with information about available reemployment services. At a
minimum, UI staff will need feedback from ES and JTPA on the current status of those
‘claimants referred to the EDWAA program--those claimants who enter employment,
participate in job search activities, or are enrolled in State-approved training programs--
in order to make accurate determinations regarding their continuing eligibility for UI
benefits. ~

There are a wide variety of options that can be used to facilitate the exchange of
information between UI, ES, and JTPA. These options generally fall into two categories:
manual processes and automated processes.

The manual approach relies on standard forms that provide information on profiled
claimants. Typically this approach includes two forms:

(1)  a Ul referral form sent to ES/JTPA that provides names and contact
information for profiled claimants (and, possibly, claimant background
information as well, e.g., previous occupation); and

(2) an ES/JTPA feedback form returned to UI on a periodic basis that pro--
vides the current status of profiled claimants (e.g., entered employment,
enrolled in training) and a record of the services that claimants have
received to date.

The automated approach relies on one or more computer systems to provide the same
types of information. Some options build on existing computer systems, such as State Ul
benefit systems, while others create new systems specifically for the purpose of tracking
dislocated workers. For example, Minnesota has developed a statewide dislocated
worker tracking system that is part of the UI initial claims/benefit payment system; the

-13~-
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state job training office database is transferred into this database on a monthly basis,
which provides information on dislocated worker services. Some options allow for a
common database, which can be accessed by all agencies, while others provide for the
transmission of specified data between separate computer systems. For example, Illinois
has recently implemented an initiative which simply provides JTPA Substate Area staff
with on-line access to the state benefit information system.

There are any number of possible alterative mechanisms for information exchange
between Ul ES, and JTPA. The most important point is to make certain that each
program has timely access to the information that it needs to carry out the activities that
it needs to perform to promote the reemployment of dislocated UI claimants.

-14-~
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IIl. MANAGEMENT LINKAGE MECHANISMS AND FUNDING

In Section II, the five key elements in the UI-ES-JTPA linkage process are reviewed. In
addition to these key elements, there are a number of other linkage mechanisms that,
while not absolutely necessary to promote interprogram linkages, can be used to
strengthen the overall management of interprogram efforts aimed at profiling, identify-
ing, and serving dislocated UI claimants. Of course, there is the issue of how to fund
linkage program efforts. :

There are a number of possible options for strengthening the overall management of
linkage efforts. These management linkage mechanisms include: establishing a common
intake process, including a common form that can be used by all agencies (e.g., Utah is
currently developing a common intake form); cross-training of staff (several States have
cross-trained UI and ES staff); a central program coordinator or coordination team (with
UL, ES, and EDWAA program coordinators) that has overall responsibility for the
linkage effort; and rapid response teams (with staff from each program) that respond to
plant closings and mass layoffs.

An important consideration for establishing UI-ES-JTPA linkages to identify and serve
dislocated UI claimants is the source of funding that will be used to support the linkage
effort. Possible sources of funding include: EDWAA funds; TAA administrative funds
(where services are being provided to TAA-eligible workers); Wagner-Peyser funds;
special UI funds, such as state penalty and interest (P&I) funds or funds from special
payroll taxes; and state general revenue funds.

Some examples of how states have funded linkage efforts include: Rhode Island, which
taps a variety of funding sources, including EDWAA and TAA funds; Nevada, which
funds its Claimant Employment Program (CEP) through a .05 percent payroll tax; and
Colorado, which has set aside 10 percent of its Wagner-Peyser funds for staff who are
providing dislocated worker assistance. Massachusetts also funded a reemployment
assistance program for UI claimants, called Employment Express, through an employer
surtax targeted for this purpose.
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IV. CONCLUSION

There are a number of alternative options for implementing each of these key hnkage
elements, as well as for funding these efforts. States should carefully consider their own
environments when determining which option(s) would work best for nnplementmg each
of the elements necessary for establishing effective UI-ES-JTPA linkages.

Whatever options States decide to use, it will be important to ensure that all of the
pieces fit together into a workable whole. That way, when linkages between Ul, ES, and
JTPA are successfully implemented, what the dislocated UI claimant will see is not a
confusing variety of different programs, but a single, comprehensive system--one that is
working to prov1de them with assistance to meet thelr 1nd1v1dua1 employablhty needs, so
that they can return to productlve employment '
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE TARGET POPULATION

A. Profiling Criteria

1. Permanent Separation/Recall Date

RI:

FL:

NE:

NC:

NY:

Claimants with no date of return to pre-layoff employer, after
receiving 12 weeks of Unemployment Insurance are given a menu
of services provided through the Economic Dislocation and Work-
er Adjustment Assistance program.

All claimants who are on a permanent layoff and worked for their
separating employer for 18 months or more are flagged in the
tracking system as possible candidates for Economic Dislocation
and Worker Adjustment Assistance training program.

Unemployment Insurance provides weekly and monthly computer
reports to JTPA based on claim information identifying those
claimants with a recent lack-of-work separation, and those who
have received benefits for eight or thirteen weeks.

Claimants with layoff notices are screened to determine Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance eligibility.

As part of the Employment Review program (ERP) claimants are
classified according to criteria such as, the occupation and labor
market demand for that occupation, and the likelihood of claim-
ants’ rehire by a former employer.

2. Tenure on Pre-Layoff Job

FL:

Claimants who worked for their separating employer 18 months or
more.

3. Pre-Layoff Occupation/Dictionary of Ocupational Titles (DOT) Codes

NY:

Under the ERP program, an employment registration is created by
the Employment Service through the Assignment and posting of
claimant DOT codes. Claimants are also classified according to
occupation and the labor market demand for that occupation.

4. Unemployed Due to a Plant Closing/Mass Layoff

-17-




EXAMPLES OF STATE LINKAGES ANDCOORDINATION PROGRAMS

NJ: The State response team provides onsite claims taking and regis-
tration/certifications services to workers unemployed due to plant
closings. ’

MD: Rapid Response Team tries to avert or moderate the closure or
layoff with the assistance of various units within the Maryland
Department of Labor. -

OH: Unemployment Insurance proﬁdes on-site registration or mail-in
- options to help facilitate the filing of initial applications.

VA: Opportunities are provided for convenient and expedient registra-
tion of workers affected by plant closings and layoffs.

5. Declining Industry (SIC Code)
B. Sources of Profiling Data

1. Unemployment Insurance Initial Claims Form

GA: Unemployment Insurance identifies potential dislocated workers
through use of occupation and industry codes. Claimants are then
coded for entry into the Unemployment Insurance claim file.

2. Supplementary Form

MD: The "Fast Track" program uses data from a supplemental form that
is filed with the individual’s initial claim. UI staff use information
regarding the claimant’s work history to determine whether or not
the individual is job attached. Claimants who are coded as "not
job-attached" are identified as potential dislocated workers and
referred to reemployment services immediately upon filing for
benefits.

OK: All Unemployment Insurance claimants complete a referral ques-
tionnaire that essentially asks what training or other services they
either need or are interested in receiving.

‘WY: The form WYO 109 Régistration Record is also used to forward
Unemployment Insurance claimants applying for benefits to Em-
ployment Service for appropriate services.

3. BLS Mass Layoff Report
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4, In-Person Questioning/Interviews

C. Identification and Selection Process

1. Automated Selection by State Mainframe Computer

CT:

AL:

MT:

FL:

The Unemployment Insurance system identifies any worker who
has collected ten weeks of unemployment insurance benefits.

Employment Service has been provided inquiry capabilities
permitting access to Unemployment Insurance files for purposes of
referring eligible JTPA applicants to JTPA programs.

A system to identify claimants who are on permanent layoff or
unemployed 15 weeks or longer will be implemented.

All claimants who are flagged as on permanent layoff that report
to claim their first compensable week are identified as potential
training candidates and placed in a file to be read weekly by the
local SDA.

2. Unemployment Insurance Claims Takers Identify at Initial Claims Filing

FL:

KS:

Claimants filing for Unemployment Insurance who are on a perma-
nent layoff and worked for their separating employer for 18
months or more are flagged in the system as possible candidates
for an Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance
training program.

A set of dislocated workers criteria from the State’s UI initial
claim form are used to prescreen claimants to determine which
ones are potential dislocated workers based on the eligibility
criteria for the EDWAA program. Key criteria include unemploy-
ment as a result of plant closings or mass layoffs without recall.
Claimants who meet these or other EDWAA criteria (e.g., dislo-
cated farmers and ranchers) are referred to the Job Service for
registration and an orientation about dislocated worker services
available under the EDWAA program.

3. Individual Interview (e.g., Eligibility Review Program Interviews (ERPs))

NY:

The Periodic Eligibility and Employment Review (PEER) program
provides for the classification of claimants according to such
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criteria as occupation and labor market demand for that occupa-
tion, and the likelihood of claimants’ rehire by a former employer.
Frequency of scheduling for ERP and call-in was set according to
occupational demand, and claimants’ previous efforts to seek work.

VI: Unemployment Insurance Eligibility Review Coordinator refers
claimants unemployed for ten weeks to JTPA. _

DC: Unemployment Insurance local office staff who conduct ERP
interviews also identify individuals who appear to be eligible for
the Dislocated Worker Program.

DE: Unemploymeht Insurance refers unemployed workers to the
Employment Service via the ERP.

FL: If a claimant is referred to Job Service, the automated system will
~ return the claimant to the ERP and schedule an in-person report
in three weeks to follow-up on the results of the Job service visit.

OK: Unemployment Insurance claimants are scheduled for an Eligibility
Review after exhausting 50% of their unemployment insurance
benefits. '

Regularly Generated Reports

CT: Data Processing unit in central office generates weekly and
monthly reports on employer, employee labor data to aid JTPA in
identifying dislocated workers. This includes a master list of
individuals who have collected ten weeks of benefits, which is used
to call in claimants to discuss possible JTPA services and benefits.

NM: The Unemployment Insurance will produce a listing of those
individuals who have reached their fifteenth week of unemploy-
ment.

KS: The Unemployment Insurance automated system generates weekly

reports identifying claimants who have received Unemployment
Insurance benefits for 15 consecutive weeks or longer.
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MECHANISMS FOR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCIEE REFERRAL OF
TARGETED CLAIMANTS

Automated Referral Listing Sent to Employment Service or Economic Dislo-
cation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Staff

CT:

DC:

FL:

NM:

- OK:

MO:

Lists of workers who have collected ten weeks of Unemployment bene-
fits are provided to both Unemployment Insurance and Job Service, by
the data processing unit, so that they can be called in to discuss possible
JTPA Title III services and benefits.

: The Department of Employment and Training provides the Industrial

Service Program with lists of claimants from specific plant closings for
marketing and outreach purposes.

A weekly list of Unemployment Insurance claimants who have collected
their tenth week of benefits is forwarded to the Job Service.

Training Candidate Program for dislocated workers project identifies
Unemployment Insurance claimants who meet the definition of a dislo-
cated worker and direct these claimants to the local SDA’s by the third
week of their unemployment claim. The program is an automated
process requiring little manual intervention.

The Tennessee Department o'f Employment Security provides the
Tennessee Department of Labor with a weekly listing of claimants
certifying for their 13th week of Unemployment Insurance benefits.

Unemployment Insurance will produce a listing of those individuals who
have reached their fifteenth week of unemployment. The listing will be
provided to the Employment Service.

A weekly list is generated for each local office Unemployment Insurance
coordinator in Employment Service that gives the SSN, name and
occupation code for any claimant that files for his/her first week of
benefits. A weekly list is generated for the Employment Service’s
Veterans Representative on UCX Claimants that file and receive their
sixth week of benefits. '

The Department of Employment Security will provide a list of claimants
who have claimed 15 weeks and a list of claimants age 55 or older.
These monthly lists will be forwarded to the Employment Service staff
person assigned to the SDA, who is funded by the State job training
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KS:

CO:

NE:

DC:

EXAMPLES OF STATE LINKAGES ANDCOORDINATION PROGRAMS

office.

Unemployment Insurance can generate weekly reports identifying
employers against which 25 or more initial claims have been filed during
a given period, and identifying claimants who have received Unemploy-
ment Insurance benefits for 15 consecutive weeks or longer.
Unemployment Insurance provides a listing to JTPA, upon request, of
clients involuntarily unemployed for 15 weeks or longer.

Unemployment Insurance provides weekly and monthly computer
reports that are sent to JTPA, based on claim information identifying
those claimants with a recent lack-of-work separation, and those who
have received benefits for eight or thirteen weeks.

A weekly listing of claimants who have collected their tenth week of
benefits is forwarded to Job Service.

Automated Referral Letter Sent to Claimants

FL:

KS:

SD:

Data systems prepare a notice, for selected Ul claimants, advising them
of the services offered by the SDA and an appointment time to report
for an orientation meeting.

The Unemployment Insurance automated system can produce follow-up
letters to all claimants who are prescreened as potential dislocated
workers to ascertain if they have availed themselves of the services.
Letters referring claimants who are potential dislocated workers to the
available services can also be produced.

A notice of employment and training opportunities under Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance program is sent to all
Unemployment Insurance recipients who have drawn fourteen weeks of
benefits.

In-Person Referral at Group Orientation Session
(e.g., Benefit Rights Interview)

VI:

Claimants are advised at the Benefit Rights Interview of the services
provided by JTPA and Job Service. Those claimants who have been
unemployed for ten weeks and have been unable to find suitable em-
ployment will be referred to JTPA.
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An orientation workshop conducted by staff from the Employer Rela-
tions Unit, Job Service, Unemployment Insurance, and a representative
of the Service Delivery Area provides information regarding delivery of
services and to facilitate transition to reemployment.

The Tennessee Department of Employrrﬁnt Security (TDES) increases
workers’ awareness of the Economic Dislbcation and Worker Adjust-
ment Assistance program through the Utémployment Insurance BRI.
Workers found to bé job ready at the tifle of their initial interview with
TDES are offered intensive reemploymeht assistance which includes a
prepared job application, appropriate respotises to job interviews, and a
structured work search, all contracted services provided through TDES
to further the efforts of the TDOL administering the EDWAA program.

Unemployment Insurance claims interviewers, during the initial BRI
interview, will determine whether claimants have been permanently laid
off. If so, and they are interested in training, they will be referred to
ES.

In-Person Referral at Initial Claim/First Payment

MA: Dislocated workers are referred to the Worker Assistance Center by the

MS:

KS:

SD:

IL:

Department of Employment and Training local office.

When individuals report to the local Unemployment Insurance office to
file a Trade Readjustment Allowance claim, they are referred to the
Employment Service to apply for TAA services.

Upon completion of the initial claim application, individuals identified
as potential dislocated workers are referred to Job Service for registra-
tion.

Workers identified by Unemployment Insurance representatives as
dislocated workers are referred to the appropriate Economic Dislocation
and Worker Adjustment Assistance or Trade Adjustment Assistance
representative. :

Illinois Department of Employment Security staff refer claimants directly
to SDA/SSA. The SDA/SSA may also identify and contact claimants
through automated access to IDES Unemployment Insurance adminis-
trative data.
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ID: Claimants are verbally informed of Economic Dislocation and Worker
 Adjustment Assistance, TAA, and employment services during the initial
~ claims process. The Unemployment Insurance system notifies potential
clients of all Department of Employment services and assists claimants
in filing applications for TAA.

E. In-Person Referral at Individual Interview
DC: Unemployment Insurance local office staff who conduct ERP interviews
also identify individuals who appear to be eligible for the Economic

Dislocation and Worker Ad]ustment Assistance Program

WY: The ERP is used as a tool for referrmg clalmants to Employment
Service for additional services.

F. Data Base Query Capabilities

AL: The Employment Service has been provided inquiry capabilities to
access Unemployment Insurance files for purposes of referring eligible
JTPA applicants to JTPA programs. ~

IL: SDA/SSAs have automated access to Illinois Department of Employ-
ment Security’s unemployment insurance administrative data.

ID: Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance staff have
access to automated reports from the Unemployment Insurance system
they use for outreach purposes to identify dislocated workers.
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MECHANISMS FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICE (ES)/ECONOMIC DISLO-
CATION AND WORKER ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE (EDWAA) ACCEP-
TANCE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE REFERRALS

Employment Service Registration Process

MI:

MI:

OK:

The Michigan Employment Security Commission provides on-site Job
Service applications and/or Trade Readjustment Allowance applications,
Employment Service reemployment assistance and information on
available resources to aid dislocated workers.

All Unemployment Insurance claimants file a Job Service application
before benefits can be paid.

The Employment Service or JTPA receives a referral questionnaire
submitted by Unemployment Insurance.

Group Orientation Session

WA: Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance counselors are

a part of the Unemployment Insurance group application process and
make presentations on the Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjust-
ment Assistance program.

Co-Location of Ul with ES, JTPA and other Service Providers
(Taken from the 1989 Compendium of State Unemployrnent Insurance

Operation, Organizations, and Relationships)

1.

The following State UI offices are Co-located with the Employment
Service only:

Alabama, Alaska, California, District of Columbia, Georgia, Hawaii,
Maryland, Michigan, Michigan, Mississippi, New York, Ohio, Puerto
Rico, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.(19)

The following State Ul offices are Co-located with the Employment
Service and JTPA only:

Délaware, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri,

Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Utah, and Vermont.(17)
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3. The following States UI offices are Co-located with the Employment
Service and other service agencies:

Arizona, Connecticut, Illinois.(3)

The following States UI offices are Co-located with the Employment Service,
JTPA and other service agencies: -

Arkansas, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hamp-
shire, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas, and
Washington.(13)

Outstation EDWAA/ES Staffer at Unemployment Insurance Office

MO: One Employment Service technician to be outstationed in each of 15
SDAs.

PR: One JTPA staff member is located on site in Unemployment Insur-
ance/Employment Service offices.

Designate EDWAA/ES Staffer as Initial Point of Contact
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REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES FOR TARGETED CLAIMANTS

Job Search and Placement Assistance

MD:

"Fast Track" Eligibility Review Program provides services through
Unemployment Insurance that include registration with Job Service,
advice on job hunting, referrals, job development, and follow-up.

The "ES Services to UC Claimants" project provides for a 6-hour work-
shop on reemployment services and job-seeking skills conducted by Job
Service staff for selected UC claimants identified and referred by local
UC staff.

Job Training Programs

NH:

The Department of Employment Security (DES) will assess each initial
unemployment insurance claim to determine a claimant’s eligibility for
services as a dislocated worker. Dislocated workers determined to be
"not job ready" will be assisted by DES in developing a realistic job goal
and training plan.

Other Reemployment Services

ID:

WA:

The AFL-CIO’s I-WON program offers job search assistance workshops,
vocational counseling, classroom training, on-the-job training, out-of-area
job search and relocation assistance, supportive services and job devel-
opment and placement services to dislocated workers.

The Claimant Placement Project targets new claimants who have imme-
diate prospects for employment for intensive, specialized employment
services. Participants are provided with assistance in developing an
individualized plan for seeking employment along with workshops
teaching job search skills, assistance in contacting employers for unad-
vertised job openings and screening, and referral to available job open-
ings.

Unemployment Insurance assists JTPA in supplying documentation that

dislocated workers need to apply for financial aid under the Federal
Higher Education Act.
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INFORMATION EXCHANGE MECHANISMS

A. Unemployment Insurance Benefits Data Sharing

DE: The Unemployment Insurance Division cross matches automated claim-

ant files between Unemployment Insurance and Employment Service to
verify claimants’ work registration status. .

At the beginning of each month, the Illinois Department of Employment

Security provides the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs
(DCCA) with an extract of all unemployment insurance claims filed
during the prior 12 month period. DCCA reformats this data and
transfers it to a separate disk for each Substate Area(SSA)/SDA.

B. Shared Databases

AZ: Job Service and JTPA are proVided with access to the Unemployment

IL:

Insurance computer files. They use these files for assessing the value of
placement and training services provided.

SDA/SSA staff identify and contact individuals through automated
access to the Illinois Department of Employment Security Unemploy-
ment Insurance administrative data. IDES and DCCA are working with
a few SDAs/SSAs to develop a pilot project which will give IDES local
offices on-line access to the state JTPA management information system.
IDES will give the SDAs/SSAs limited on-line access to the Benefit
Information System, specifically to the Monetary Determination and
Wage Inquiry screens, which are useful in determining a claimant’s
eligibility for EDWAA services, and the Employer Name Inquiry func-
tion, which will help to verify the identity of a company from which the
client was dislocated. IDES is working on utilization of its employer and
claimant databases to assist DCCA with special mailings on EDWAA
and WARN, e

C. Claimant Tracking Databases

IL:

IDES and DCCA are working with a few SDAs/SSAs to develop a pilot

‘project which will give IDES local offices on-line access to the state
JTPA management information system for purposes of tracking IDES

referrals to JTPA service providers. DCCA is developing a longitudinal
dislocation event tracking system. The IDES Employment Tracking
System is a longitudinal database that draws on the wide range of work-
related data collected and stored for the administration of the Unem-
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ployment Insurance and Job Service programs.

MN: A State-wide tracking system that was designed as part of the Initial
Claims/Benefit payment system allows for a permanent record of
services provided to each dislocated worker identified in Minnesota.
Once a month the PC data base of the State Job Training Office is
dumped into the Initial Claims/Benefit Payments data base to identify
the services provided to dislocated workers by contracted vendors.

NY: On-line reporting systems have been installed which permit monitoring
PEER program data and accomplishment by individual UT offices,
regions and the State as a whole.

Use of the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Mass Layoff Survey (MLS)

IL: IDES produces a monthly mass layoff report listing all employers with
20 or more unemployment insurance claims filed against them in the

- past thirty days.

VA: The Displaced Worker Unit notifies the appropriate Unemployment
Insurance staff whenever there is a mass layoff or plant closing affecting
50 people or more within 48 hours of receiving notification.

ID: The Idaho Department of Employment (IDOE) produces a monthly
mass layoff report listing all employers with 20 or more Unemployment
Insurance claims filed against them in the past 30 days.

Electronic Mail Systems

AZ: Electronic mail is used to advise Unemployment Insurance, Job Service,
and JTPA staff statewide of plant closures, layoffs and other Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance/Rapid Response activi-
ties.

Employer Service Participation Database

IL: IDES utilizes its employer and claimant databases to assist Department
of Commerce and Community Affiars (DCCA) with special mailings on
Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance and WARN.

Reports

CT: The Research and Information Unit provides weekly and monthly
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reports on the number of dislocated workers and local labor market
conditions, as well as the number of claims filed, paid and exhausted.
The Data Processing Unit in the Central Office generates weekly and
monthly reports on employer and employee labor data to aid JTPA in
identifying dislocated workers. The report includes numbers of dislocat-
ed workers and local labor market conditiors, as well as the number of
claims filed, paid, and exhausted. -
IDES will experiment with releasing new employer data collected by its
Revenue Division and stored in the Contributions Tax System. IDES
will provide this information to DCCA on a monthly basis for use by
SDAs/SSAs for job development and other employment-generating
activities.

A weekly list is generated for each Local Office Unemployment Insur-
ance Coordinator in the Employment Service that gives the SSN, name,
and occupation code for any claimant that filed for his/her first week of
benefits. This allows ES to update their files with claimant data and
help in file searches for job referrals.

The Unemployment Insurance automated system uses initial claims data
to generate weekly reports identifying employers against which 25 or
more initial claims have been filed during a given period of time. This
information is used to assist JS, JTPA, and the Dislocated Worker and
Rapid Response Unit in processing dislocated workers.
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MANAGEMENT LINKAGE MECHANISMS

Common Intake Foﬁn/Common Intake Process

VI

TN:

The "Employment and Training Application" will be used jointly by Job
Service and JTPA as an initial link.

The Tennessee Department of Employment Security provides joint
intake of Unemployment Insurance claims, registration with Employ-
ment Service, and as a contracted service, certification under the Eco-
nomic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance program.

Central Program Coordinator/Team

1A:

ND:

NV:

ID:

NH:

Each department director or designee appoints @ staff liaison to facili-
tate communication and cooperation between the departments.

Job Service North Dakota administers the EDWAA, Employment
Service, TAA, Unemployment Insurance and various other federal
programs. Therefore, all selection, referral and coordination of program
services is an internal function of each local office, working under the
administration of a single agency administrator.

Unemployment Insurance special programs unit staff work closely with
Job Service staff in processing payments for TAA training, job search
and relocation allowances. Unemployment Insurance staff at the local
office and central office level have participated with Job Service/JTPA
staff in meetings and conferences involving planning, discussing, or
training on Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance
activities, procedures, and issues.

Claims offices are staffed by both Employment Service and Unem-
ployment Insurance personnel under the direction of mutually- funded
managers who report to both Employment Service and Unemployment
Insurance administrators.

The Idaho Department of Employment (IDOE) is the state’s Dislocated
Worker Unit and the state JTPA administrative entity. The IDOE is
also responsible for administration of the Unemployment Insurance
system, the Employment Service labor exchange function, labor market
information, veterans programs, and the TAA program.

The Department of Employment Security/Dislocated Worker Unit
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coordinator’s prime responsibility will be to coordinate Unemployment
Insurance and Employment Service and serve as a liaison w1th all other -
appropnate agencies. :

Cross-Tramed Staff

NY All field personnel are bemg cross trained to prowdeboth Unemploy-
ment Insurance and Employment Serv1ce labor exchange services.

IL: Ilinois Department of Employment Security and SDA/SSA staff who
actually perform referral functions will be cross-trained.

~ SD: Local Job Service office staff receive training for both the Unemploy-
ment Insurance and Employment Service programs, and in some offices,
staff are cross trained for full delivery of eachl program.

ND: All staff are cross-trained on EDWAA, Employment Service, TAA, and
- Unemployment Insurance programs.

Rapid Response Teams

CT: Affected companies are contacted by a member of the Rapid Response
Team via WARN procedures .

MA: The Department of Employment and Training and the Industrial Servic-
es Program jointly sponsor a system of localized Rapid Response Teams
which intervene whenever significant layoffs occur.

MD: The Rapid Response Team will try to avert or moderate plant closure
or layoff with the assistance of various units within the Department such
as the Office of Technology, Business and Industrial Development, -
various financing programs or other State and local economic develop-
ment agencies. If the layoff cannot be prevented, the DWU coordi-
nates services with various State and local organizations to offer train-
ing, counseling, educational remediation and a variety of other services.
Unemployment Insurance and Employment Service representatives are
included on this team.

DE: The Rapid Response team includes Unemployment Insurance and
Employment Service staff.

AL: A position has been established in Unemployment Insurance to provide
a liaison with the rapid response team and the Economic Dislocation
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and Worker Adjustment Assistance program.

Unemployment Insurance will provide on-site registration or mail-in
options to help facilitate the filing of initial applications.

Through membership and participation in the Texas Rapid Response
Unit, the Texas Employment Commission is able to coordinate from
State and local levels Employment Service and Unemployment Insur-
ance activities with the programs of JTPA and Trade Adjustment
Assistance at the State and local levels.

Local Unemployment Insurance staff provide JTPA with any available
advance information concerning layoffs, and provide the actual Unem-
ployment Insurance involvement in the rapid response as appropriate.

The State Dislocated Worker Unit will support and coordinate rapid
response activities with: dislocated worker survival workshops; job search
workshops; counseling for referral and for participant advocacy; estab-
lishment of joint labor/management layoff work force reduction commit-
tees, where appropriate; and technical assistance to businesses and
communities affected by closings or major layoffs.

Rapid response services are provided by Job Service in 23 local offices.

Job Service, Unemployment Insurance and/or JTPA Title III program
specialists identify and refer dislocated workers to these services.
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FUNDING SOURCES
Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Funds

In general EDWAA funds can be used for administative activities involving
coordination with the UI program.

=

TAA Funds

RI: The Department of Employment and training will use TAA funds to
provide suitable training for Trade-eligible individuals. The Service
Delivery Areas and Project STEADY will co-mingle thier sources of

funding, where feasible.

Special Unemployment Insurance and other Funds (e.g., P&I Funds, Special
Payroll Taxes)

NV: The Claimant Employment Project is funded through a .05% payroll tax.

WA: Claimant Placement Program funding is provided through a special tax
of 0.02 percent on employer payrolls, with an offsetting reduction in
unemployment insurance tax rates of 0.02 percent for most employers.

State General Revenues

RI: In instances where intake, assessment and other related activities have
taken place through the SDAs prior to a company being "trade certi-
fied", the Department of Employment and Training agrees to pick up
the additional cost of training.

Other
CO: The Colorado Department of Labor and Employment (COLE) has set

aside 10% Wagner-Payser funds for COLE’s staff who will be involved
in providing layoff assistance.
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B. COORDINATION»AND LINKAGES BETWEEN UNEMPLOYMENT
INSURANCE, JOB SERVICE, AND THE JOB TRAINING
PARTNERSHIP ACT NETWORK '

by Ruth M. Thompson
-~ Region IV
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Coordination and Linkages
Between Unemployment Insurance, Job Service, and the
Job Training Partnership Act Network

Over the years, the Department of Labor has encouraged coordination
among the human service delivery systems of Unemployment Insurance
(UI), Job Service (JS), and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
network, in order to obtain optimal benefit from in-place delivery
systems. '

Particularly now, due to the requirements of EDWAA (Economic
Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance) legislation which the
Department sponsored, there is considerably more focus on the
issue.

EDWAA is legislation under Title III of the JTPA designed to
provide assistance to workers displaced from declining industries
or occupations whose skills have become obsolete.

The EDWAA program provides skill assessment, job search assistance,
counseling, retraining, and relocation assistance to targeted
individuals.

The legislation is strong on coordination in order to facilitate
the exchange of information between agencies, increase referrals
and avoid duplication of services.

Understandably, the UIS is viewed as the potential hub of any
service activity for dislocated workers because the claims office
sees them first.

Creative utilization of the UIS offers great potential to reach
displaced workers as they flow through the UI system.

Although linkages exist, they are weak because goals of agencies
are different.

Ul views its role to process claims, make payments timely and
accurately, and to collect employer tax due to Federal mandates for
performance in these functions. Significantly lower priority is
given to helping claimants leave UI rolls; referring them to
reemployment services or training; evaluating barriers to
reemployment or establishing linkages between ofher agencies.
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JS, on the other hand, 1is concerned about placement credit, of
which none is received for JTPA referrals. There is a lack of
effective referral due to the absence of staff training in the
types of JTPA programs available and eligibility requirements for
these programs. In addition, there are no procedures for testing
clients to identify training needs. -

Each agency has a tendency to sell its own services, with a lack of
a coordinated system to provide a mix of services or for assessing
the needs of clients.

There have been attempts to foster coordination through provision
for coordination in agency plans. They have been addressed in the
JTPA program's State Job Training Plan or Governor's Coordinated
Special Services Plan, UI's Program Budget Plan, and JS's State
Employment Security Plan. Generally, these plans contain statements
for interagency agreements for reciprocal services on a statewide
basis or require that local agencies enter into financial or non-
financial agreements for services to each cther (for outreach,
cross referral, recruitment, direct reemployment or training
services or placement).

Unfortunately, these agreements are largely statements of intent,
and fail because they are: 1) not strictly enforced or monitored,
by either Federal or State officials; 2) they don't address the
underlying problems of a) competing priorities and goals of
agencies involved, b) concern about placement credit and
performance standards and competition to recruit and place clients
and c) they do not make it easier for clients to gain access to a
variety of services (there are no provisions for cross training of
staff of the services or eligibility requirements of the other
agency's programs).

Admittedly, attempting collaboration in this type of network can be
complex; however, there are systems that show promise of making a
difference.

For example, Washington State has a Claimant Placement Program
which offers rapid reemployment services in 20 of 42 Job Service
Centers. They help claimants with developing work search plans,
assist them in developing skills for effective job search, assist
in resume preparation and various other services. The State
Employment and Training System assists workers facing barriers in
23 of 42 Job Service Centers by stationing staff who are cross
trained about JTPA services in UI/JS offices.
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New Jersey completed a demonstration project involving the
identification of claimants likely to need additional reemployment
services or training by information obtained during the claims
process. After identification, claimants were screened and
referred to appropriate training services.

This year the Florida State Employment Security agency approached
DOL with a project proposal to identify and refer dislocated
workers to reemployment and training services through an integrated
automated system.. Initiated by UI, the program is seeking to test
the assumption that UI is a good source of training candidates, and
a viable means to identify and refer eligible individuals to
training.

. The program involves the joint participation of the UI, JS, and the
JTPA network.

This program allows for the early referral of claimants who are not
job ready and provides the JTPA network with an opportunity to
place more individuals in training. Ultimately, it strengthens the
linkages between UI, JS and the JTPA program.

There are variations of such programs all over the nation, but all
programs seem to have basically similar components for improving
coordination: 1) an integrated system (one-stop or monitored
referral); 2) in-depth assessment and 3) a strategy for early
intervention and continuous tracking.

The long-term benefits are obvious: better placements resulting in
less recidivism and therefore producing a cost savings to the UI
Trust Fund; and additional revenue from the earnings of reemployed
workers.

There are many remedies that can be undertaken to accelerate
earnest coordination attempts. The role of the governor can be
critical in providing political support and resources. However,
each level of government can be instrumental in facilitating better
cooperation. State 1leaders can influence the direction of
activities in this area by providing high-level support for
initiatives encouraging coordination efforts; strengthening state
coordinating committees (SJTCCs); providing 1localities with
technical assistance and problem resolution in their coordination
attempts, promoting compatibility and integraticn of automated
information systems and providing for the cross-training of staff.

Consideration can be given to modifying existing state legislation
in order to promote coordination and reduce barriers. Collaboration
can be effectively legislated by mardating joint planning and
cocrdination in agencies; providing flexibility in sharing credit,
and making geographical boundaries coterminous.
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Funding can be provided for innovative coordination projects and
efforts made to document and evaluate them.

At the Federal 1level, decision’ makers could set an example of
regional and national coordlnatlon, document, communicate, support
and encourage coordination efforts and beneflts, increase efforts
to encourage the use of state and 1local bddies with the
coordination mission, provide ‘technical assistance and problem
resolution, and conduct national studles of the cost effectlveness
of coordlnatlon.

Federal legislation can be modified to promote coordination and
reduce barriers by mandating coordination for human service
programs, and developing common definition of terms.

Finally, the Federal funding should continue to be available for
demonstration projects and Federal officials should strive to
increase the flexibility of states in using funds to coordinate.

The dislocated worker problem is such that employment, education
and social service activities are naturally a part of the overall
effort. This is an issue around which genuine cooperation can take
place in order to create major opportunities for change and for
program success.
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EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
SINGLE CLIENT DATA BASE

Single Client Data Base Defined

The California Employment Development Department (EDD) is in the
process of moving all unemployment insurance claims onto its Single Client
Data Base (SCDB). The SCDB is an integrated data base designed to more
efficiently handle EDD's client-related programs, Unemployment Insurance
(UD), Disability Insurance (DI) and the Job Service (JS).

How SCDB Works

The SCDB will contain all Ul and DI Claim and payment information
including the Benefit Accounting System. It also includes JS client
information. This will allow the various systems to share information that
previously was stored redundantly in each system. Once a user accesses the
SCDB, he or she may move easily from screen to screen between the JS, Ul
and DI on-line automated systems. This sharing of data in the automated
environment will allow staft to concentrate on the most effective delivery of
services possible to clients.

Building the SCDB

The DI program was converted onto the SCDB beginning in July of 1988.
Statewide DI conversion was completed in February 1989. Job Match
(EDD's automated job placement system) was implemented between
September 1988 and March 1991 and is part of the SCDB. UI conversion to
the SCDB began in August of 1991 and will be completed September 8, 1992.

Once the SCDB is fully implemented, it will house nearly a billion records
and handle 2.5 million daily on-line transactions. It will be the second largest
data base of its kind in the United States.

Benefits of the SCDB for EDD

The SCDB is an important step in the automation of services to clients.
Having EDD's three client-oriented programs sharing the same data base
will helg staff solve several operational problems. The SCDB maintains one
record for each client requesting EDD's Services. The client's social security
number, name, sex, and birth date are shared by all three programs. This
eliminates the time and errors associated with entering the same information
several times. This information is also available when the client comes in to
request future services. The single client record also allows staff to ensure
that only one client uses each social security number by submitting numbers
for which there is contention to the Social Security Administration for
verification.
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EDD can also keep better track of Ul and DI claimants. For example, the
DI system will alert a Ul office when a client files for DI. This will help
eliminate claim overlaps. When clients refuse offers of work made through
the Job Match system, payment on the Ul claim will automatically be
stopped until the issue is resolved.

Benefits for the Client -
Having both Ul and JS information available to all field offices allows Ul
interviewers to better assist claimants in their search for work. The
automated appointment scheduling system, implemented as a part of Job
Match, also makes it easier for staff to schedule clients for counseling,
workshops, testing and other appointments.

Ensuring that only one person is requesting services under each social
security number also benefits the claimant by ensuring that the rightful
owner of a number has sole use of it.

Benefits to the Employer Community

Employers will also benefit from the SCDB. All Ul charges to employer
accounts come directly from payments made on Ul claims on the SCDB.
New processes will also help the Department to improve the accuracy of
ruigngs (i.e., requests for noncharging) and will eliminate issuing duplicate
rulings.

Automatic stop payment flags when claimants refuse offers of work or fail to

attend Job Search Workshops will also help the Department to better apply
the UI work test. ‘
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ES/UI LINK STUDY

INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

The Department's Quality Unemployment Insurance Project
(QUIP) Committee and the National Office approved this study.
The intent of the study was to assess the relationship between ES
and UI in two disparate local offices, with possible. 1nferences
for overall local-office operations.

More specifically, answers were sought for some basic ES/UI
questions: (1) To what extent is ES serving claimants? (2) To
what extent is ES placing claimants? (3) Is claimant information
being correctly recorded on job orders and work applications?

(4) Is there a proper communication flow between ES and UI? (5)
Is the information on job orders concerning referral results of
claimants complete and accurate? (6) . Are non-monetary issues and
hires (and claimant earnings) being reported?

The QUIP committee selected Richfield, a small rural office
and Ogden, a large urban office, as the local offices to be
studied. Closed job orders (514s) for January and February 1990
were used as the basic document/printout to begin the study. 1In
addition, Applicant Referral Histories (ARHs), Benefits
Transcripts (BENs), and Work Applications (511s) were obtained
for each claimant referred on the job orders.

PROCEDURE

The study consisted of two phases. The first phase included
counts and reviews of the printouts referred to above. This was
intended to provide some measure of the extent of service to
claimants.

In addition, the 514s and 511s were reviewed to determine if
the claimant status was indicated for all claimants. Also, BENs
were reviewed to determine whether ES-supplied information had
been posted.

The second phase consisted of contacts made by Quality
Control (QC) investigators (usually by telephone) on all the job
orders from which one or more claimants were referred. Employers
were asked to check their records carefully concerning these
claimants. Since this was a second contact with each employer
concerning the results of job applicants (the local office having
previously made contact on the referral results), the reason for
the call was briefly explained to each employer.

Previously undetected issues and hires (including earnings
reports) were resolved by the QC investigators.
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STUDY PHASE ONE - REVIEW OF HISTORY

Much of the study consisted of examining the Department
printouts of the selected closed job orders (514), Benefit
Records (BEN), Job Applications (511), and Applicant Referral
Histories (ARH). Table 1 shows the proportion of the job orders
which had claimants referred from each local office. Included in
the study were all Richfield job orders closed between the first
of January and the third week of February 1990. As for Ogden,
the study included all job orders closed in the final two weeks
of January 1990. The intent was to obtain an acdegquate and
comparable number from both offices without using some selection
criteria which could screen out certain types of job orders. The
final sample consisted of 170 Ogden job orders and 102 Richfield
job orders.

TABLE 1

CLAIMANT/NON-CLAIMANT MIX ON JOB ORDERS

Claimant/Non-Claimant Mix Richfield Ogden
Job Orders with claimant(s) referred - 42 (41%) 44 (26%)
Job Orders w/out claimant(s) referred 60 (59%) 126 (74%)
Total Job Orders 102 (100%) 170 (100%)

The initial subject addressed was the extent of service to
claimants. Table 1 shows that well half of the job orders from
both local offices had no claimants referred.

Of the total number of applicants referred on all job
orders--Table 2, claimants comprised about two out of ten
applicants from both local offices. Claimants accounted for
about 10% of the total applicant file in Richfield and about 13%
in Ogden. The state average was about 12%. This indicated that

claimants were receiving their fair share of referrals on job
orders.
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TABLE 2

CLATIMANT/NON~-CLATMANT MIX ON REFERRALS AND HIRES

Richfield Ogden

Claimants :
Referrals 97 (20% of applicants) 106 (19% of applicants)
Hires 8 (8% of referrals) 29 (27% of referrals)

Non-Claimants , : }
Referrals 396 (80% of applicants) 441 (81% of applicants)
Hires . .42 (11% of referrals) 181 (41% of referrals)

Total
Referrals 493 (100% of applicants) 547 (100% of
applicants)
Hires ' 50 (10% of referrals) 210 (38% of referrals)

The referral-to-hire ratio for Richfield claimants (also
Table 2) was low--only 8%. Richfield's referral-to-hire ratio
for non-claimants was scarcely better at 11% (combined, it was
10%). The low ratios may reflect poor economic conditions in the
Richfield labor market area.

The Ogden referral-to-hire ratio was considerably higher,
27% for claimants and 41% for non-claimants. (combined, it was
38%). The higher referral-to hire ratio for both claimants and
non-claimants, as compared with Richfield, may also be a
reflection of economic conditions (more favorable), but is, in
any event, a credit to the Ogden local office ES staff. '

For a different perspective, see Table 3. Hires from the
Richfield orders were 16% claimant and 84% non-claimant. For the
hire and non-hire figures for claimants and non-claimants, it can
be seen that the "efficiency" in getting claimants placed is
similar to that of non-claimants for both offices.
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TABLE 3

SUCCESS IN OBTAINING HIRES--CLAIMANTS AND NON~-CLAIMANTS

Richfield Ogden
Hires
Claimants 8 (16%) 29  (14%)
Non-Claimants 42 (84%) 181 (86%)
Non-Hires
Claimants 89 (20%) 74  (22%)
Non-Claimants 354 (80%) 260 (78%)

Many factors affect the level of service which ES provides
to claimants, such as: economic growth, the unemployment rate,
the season of the year, characteristics of the local office
staff, local office management emphasis, and the ratio of
claimants to non-claimants in the local-office applicant file.
But in any case this study provides some measure of the claimant
service level provided by a relatively typical small and large
local office.

STUDY PHASE TWO -~ VERIFICATION OF REFERRALS

The second phase of the study was to assess the accuracy of
the claimant information on UI and ES documents and printouts.
Specifically, the job order, ARH, 511 and BEN were examined for
accuracy, and also for communication between ES and UI. After
this was accomplished, detailed telephone (and in some cases
written) re-verification of referral results on the job orders
was conducted by QC investigators. The results are presented
below in three major categories: (1) the proportion of claimant
referrals with QC-discovered problems Table 4: (2) claimant
referral problems, but not directly causing significant
consequences (no measured cost to the Trust Fund, no lost
adjudication decision credit, no lost hire credit) Table 5; and
(3) claimant referral problems of a more serious nature (having
an actual or potential negative effect on the Trust Fund, ES hire
credit or adjudication decision credit) - Table 6.
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TABLE 4 !
i
J PROBLEM/NO PROBLEM MIX ON REFERRAL RESULTS i
|
- |
Richfield - Ogden :
Claimants referred | - 110 o 106 E
| :
Claimant referrals with 50 (45% of clmts 35 (33% of clmts
no discovered problems , - referred) : referred)
Claimant referrals with 60 (55% of clmts 71 (67% of clmts |
one or more problems . referred) referred)
|
TABLE 5

MINOR* PROBLEM CATEGORY FINDINGS ON REFERRALS

Code Description - - ~ . Richfield Ogden
(20) Incorrect information on ARH 5 15
(25)&(26) No clmt status on 511 when referred? 39 26
(31) No clmt indicator on 514 due to deferral ' 11 9
(32) No clmt indicator on 514-~not deferredP 26 31
(42) Hire rcrd'd on 514, no notation on UI rec-not mat. 1 19
(65) Hire noted on UI record, no UI act.taken-not mat. O 1

TOTAL : L : : .. 82 1101 .

AGenerally a 511P, deferred claimant, or new. clalm in system
brncluded some clmnts not in current f111ng status at time of job referral

*Not having a dlrect effect on the trust fund, admud1cat10n-dec1sxon
credit or ES hire credit.
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TABLE 6
MAJOR* PROBLEM CATEGORY FINDINGS ON REFERRALS
Code Description Richfield
(41) Hire recorded on 514 but not noted on UI record 0
' and benefits improperly paid, OP est. by Qcarl
(43) Issue recorded on 514 but not noted on UI record, 0
cleared by QC?
(44) Issue recorded on 514 but not noted on UI record, O
disqualified by Qcls2
(51) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as NH, 1
H per Qcl,3
(52) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as H, 0
1 NH per Qc4
(53) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as NH, 3
issue per QC, benefits allowed?
(54) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as NH, 1
issue per QC, benefits deniedl/2
(55) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as H, 1
HDNR per QC, benefits allowed?/4
(56) Incorrect results on 514, recorded as H, 0
HDNR per QC, benefits deniedl(2.4
(61) Issue noted on UI records but not previously 0
adjudicated, benefits denied by ocl,2
(62) Issue noted on UI records but not previously 2
adjudicated, benefits allowed by Qcl
(63) Issue noted on UI records but previous 0
decision in error>
(64) Hire noted on UI record but no prev action 0
taken and benefits paid incorrectlyl
TOTAL 8

Qgden
5

0

37

2In most cases were temporary jobs

lactual or potential impact on the Trust Fund
2l0st adjudication decision credit

3Missed hire credit for ES

4ralse hire credit taken by ES

SIncorrect adjudication decision credit

*Having an actual or potential effect on the Trust Fund, adjudication-

decision credit or ES-hire credit.
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In Richfield there were few serious problems discovered from
this special study. Problems were somewhat more numerous in
Ogden. As a high volume, specialist-oriented office, Ogden's
time limitations and specializations of job duties in either ES
or UI may not lend themselves as readily to handling joint ES- UI
matters. :

Table 6 shows few or no errors following categories for both
local offices: (43), (44), (52), (55), (56), (61),.(62), (63),
and (64). This is obviously to the credit of the Richfield and
Ogden local offices. Considering all the claimant referrals
involved in the study, one might have expected higher numbers in
these error categories. This, happily, was not the case.

Problems Discovered Having a Cost Impact

A review of Table 6 shows that the problems of significant.
magnitude are in primarily one area-lost decision credit (codes
53 & 54), especially in the Ogden office, was the problem of
benefits improperly paid [categories (41), (51) and (54) ].
This, of course, affects the Trust Fund monies expended.

These findings suggested that smaller local office
operations, by their nature, are more inclined to have a more
thorough verification process and a closer 1link between ES and
UI. The staff from smaller local offices are also more likely to
have job duties in both ES and UI functions. Perhaps this would
support the practice of using "generalists" in local office
operations. A generalists staff would also have a stake in the
referral results of claimants.

Many applicants referred on job orders are claimants who are
not in an active filing status or are deferred at the time of the
referral. This is apparently by design of the Utah system. It
is reflected on two documents: (1) the job order - there is no
claimant indicator by the applicant's name; and (2) the 511 - it
does not indicate claimant status. Work refusal issues from job
orders on these claimants go undetected. Consequently, decision
credit 1is missed. More importantly, improper payment of benefits
could happen after reopenings. If the system were changed to
indicate claimant status, a work refusal notation could be posted
to the benefit record.

A greater concern to the Department may be the incomplete or
inaccurate information recorded by local office staff when
closing out job orders. Typically, hire credit is accurately
obtained for those claimants (and presumably non-claimants)
hired. The problem is that all the other claimants (and
presumably non-claimants) referred are usually recorded just as
"not hired". This is true, :
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literally; however, sufficient inquiry is usually not made as to
whether they properly applied,

refused a job offer, applied at all, or failed to report to work
after being hired. As a consequence, non-monetary issues on
claimants are being missed. This certainly loses the local
office adjudication-decision credit. And, in those cases in
which benefits should have been denied, it is a cost to the Trust
Fund. Further, it does nothing to detect and thereby discourage
violations or work refusal and possibly availability sections of
UI law. ’

Another situation which occurred several times in the Ogden
office was the delayed hire. An order would be closed showing
the referral claimant as not having been hired. Later it would
be determined that, in fact, he was hired. A new order would be
written sos that the hire credit could be obtained. The date of
the hire would show up both on ES and UI transcripts as for the
new job order date. Hire credit for claimants may be missed by
this procedure if they are no longer claimants. Also, possible
unreported benefit-year earnings could go undetected.

CONCLUSIONS

1. For the most part, the Ogden and especially
theRichfield local office staff are reasonably accurate in
recording information when claimants are referred on job orders.

2. The function most in need of attention on Ogden, and to
a lesser degree in Richfield, is that of obtaining more
complete information from employers when verifying
referral results on claimants. This problem appears to
have a significant impact on the adjudication-decision
credit counts. It also may be a cost to the UI Trust
Fund [in those cases in which 5(c) or possibly 4(c)
denials would have been assessed had the issues been
detected].

3. Claimants are referred on Jjob openings reasonably often
by each local office, considering their proportion of
the total applicant file. There seems to be no
evidence, however, that claimants are a concern of high
prlorlty to either local office staff. This may be
because the referral-to-hire ratio for claimants was
slightly lower than non-claimants in each local office.
There may remain a lingering blas against claimants by
some local office ES staff.

4. Ogden was more Successful than Richfield in getting

their referred applicants hired, whether claimant or
non-claimant.
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Staff in both local offices were conscientious in
recording hire credit, and there were few cases of hire

"credit erroneously taken in either local office.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Remind local offices of their responsibilities. This
would include instructing local office ES staff to
obtain complete information on job order results for
claimants. Both from this study's results and from
discussions with ES personnel, it is apparent that this
simply had not been a high priority, nor typically of
great concern, to most local office ES staff. Their
over-riding concern has been with the number of hires,
the referral-to-hire ratio, ES programs, and employers.
Some of the consequences of not being thorough on
claimant referral results are missed issues and missed
hire credit. .

Provide ES/UI cross-training in Ogden. The goal would
be to have the local office ES staff who works with job
orders to become more knowledgeable and aware of the
needs of UI, particularly in regard to job referrals
and other ES services for claimants. It is

possible that cross-training would be appropriate to
other large local offices as well.

Indicate claimant status on the 511 and the job order
until benefit exhaustion or the benefit-year-ending
date, whether or not the claimant is in

current filing status or is deferred. Hire and issue
notations would then appear on the benefit transcript
for resolution on deferred claimants and non-deferred
claimants who later reopen. Also, possible unreported
earnings could be detected. Finally, claimant-hire
information for all claimants would be recorded
for data tabulation.

(It is recognized that recommendation #4 below is a
sweeping one and may be considered beyond the scope of
this study)

Raise the priority of providing ES services to
claimants. Nationally, the Employment Service Division
has, in recent years, become vulnerable, with its
future existence called into question. Its role as a
labor exchange is considered unnecessary by some
powerful forces--a task perceived to be performed
better 'and more appropriately by the private sector
exclusively.
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If ES were successful in placing far more claimants,
its survival could be enhanced, possibly assured. This
would require some restructuring of ES, with more
priority toward the claimant population. This could
include: (a)soliciting more high-paying job openings,
(b) changing the approach of placement interviewers
toward claimants, (c¢) providing incentives to claimants
for using ES, and (d) having better detection and
resolution of job refusal and availability issues.
Perhaps Utah's ES Division could be a pilot state in
such an effort.

The Congress requires that UI paid through public
employment offices [303(a) (2), Social Security Act],
presumably so claimants would be exposed to a viable
labor exchange. To the extent claimants are

not so serviced, at their negative behaviors are not
documented and dealt with, the necessary of ES as an
adjunct to UI is weakened.
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ABSTRACT

Non-deferred claimants who filed initial claims in the Salt
Lake local office on preselected days during the year of 1989
were included in this study. The claimants were given different
instructions as to the number of employer contacts they would be
required to make and report on their weekly claim cards in an
attempt to determine the effects of differing claimants' work-
search reporting requirements. The claimants were assigned to
one of the following four groups:

Group 2C (the control group)--were required to make and
report two employer contacts on their weekly claim cards. This
was considered the control group because its members were issued
the customary work-search requirements.

Group 2V--were required to make and report two contacts each
week and were advised that the employers reported would be
contacted to verify that the contacts had been made.

Group 0O4--were required to make and report four contacts
each week. ’

Group 0Z--were advised to seek work, but were told that they
would not be required to report the contacts on their claim cards
and would not be asked at a later time to identify the actual
contacts they had made.

The total sample consisted of 2,089 monetarily eligible
claims. These claims were monitored for that portion of 1989
which remained at the time the claim was filed, and continued
through August of 1990. By that point the vast majority of the
claimants were no longer filing.

Each of the four groups described above was evaluated on the
basis of the average number of weeks of benefits paid for each
group and the percentage of benefits used including rates of
exhaustion of benefits. The numbers of those who had returned to
work in each group were also evaluated. 1In addition, an attempt
was made to determine whether the differing work-search
requirements tended to affect filing rates for claimants who did
not secure work. '

Results of the study showed that the claimants in Group 07
were paid an average of approximately two more weeks of benefits
than those in Group 04 and Group 2V. Group 2C claimants were
paid an average of approximately one more week than the claimants
in Groups 04 and 2V, and more than a week less than those in
Group OZ. Similar results were found in the average percent of
remaining balance for the groups: Group 04 and Group 2V both had
an average

-60-




remaining balance of 62 percent; and Group 0Z had an average of
remaining balance of 56 percent. ANOVA showed these differences
among means for the groups to be statistically significant at
well above the .001 level for both the above measures.

Comparing the claims in which benefits were exhausted with
those in which benefits were not exhausted showed a statistically
significant difference among the groups using X ; 25 percent of
the Group 0Z exhausted benefits, compared to 19 peF¥cent for the
Group 2C and 17 percent each for the Groups 2V and 04.

A comparison of the claimants who returned to full-time work
within three weeks of when they stopped filing with those who did
not show that all three groups required to report work-search
contacts (2C, 2V, and 04) had a higher percentage BTW than the
group not required to report work-search contacts (0Z): Fifty-
three percent of the Group 0Z were BTW compared to 57 percent for
the Group 2V, 58 percent for the Group 2C, and 59 percent for the
Group 04. This difference is statistically significant at above
the .05 level using x . '

An attempt was also made to determine if the type of
reporting requirements had any effect on why the claimants
stopped filing when they did. Although the groups with the more
demanding reporting requirements showed a somewhat higher
percentage of unexplained claim closures, the difference was not
statistically significant.

The conclusion of this study is that a work-search reporting
requirements provides a savings to the Trust Fund because
claimants are paid fewer weeks of benefits and have a higher
remaining balance when they have a reporting requirement. The
percent of those who return to work is also higher for the groups
required to report their work-search contacts. The data :
collected in this study do not support the conclusion that a
specific type of reporting requirements causes claimants to
discontinue filing for benefits.
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Robert A. Comfort
Quality Control Program

1990 Utah Quality Control Program Improvement Study

Executive Summary

" Review and Analysis of the Ul Deferral Program in Utahuﬂ

Statement of the Problem and Study Purpose

The Department's deferral program has been an integral part of
UI, fulfilling the useful function of the relief of ES registra-
tion and a work-search requirement for selected claimants. The
use of the deferral is extensive and has grown in recent years.
The study was undertaken to examine the deferral process, rules,
and procedures 1in order to determine how effectively it is
operating and, if indicated, how to improve it.

Procedure

All claims identified as having seasonal, job-attached, union
and/or three-week back-to-work deferrals from the 1989 Quality
Control data base were reviewed in evaluating the deferral
progranm. The UI rules, procedures, and practices regarding
deferrals were factored in ‘when assessing the program. Benefit
transcripts and microfilmed documents were reviewed to determine:
(a) the correctness of the deferral, and (b) the adequacy of the
documentation in the record. :

Findings
Fact-Finding and the Rules

Initial Deferrals

A substantial majority of the claim records did not show
adequate documentation for the original deferral (67.7 %).
Deferral procedures were considered correct only if there
was some information in the records to establish a basis
for the deferral and that the rule requirements for that
kind of deferral had been met. Based on information in the
record, 71.4% were considered inadequate with regard to the
correct application of the rules.

Extensions : -

Deferral extensions were also reviewed using similar
criteria: Eighty-seven percent were considered inadequate
with regard to documentation and the same 87% inadequate as
to the application of the rules.
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By Type of Deferral

Seasonal deferrals and extensions of seasonal deferrals
were considered adequate far more often than for other
types of deferrals (93% and 100% respectively). This is
partly because seasonal deferrals require less
documentation than do other types of deferrals. In
contrast, job-attached deferrals and extensions of job-
attached deferrals were least often found adequate (8% and
9% respectively). The primary deficiency with this type of
deferral is the lack of information to show expected date
of recall. Union deferrals were rated inadequate in 60.6%
of the sample for the initial deferral and 81.3% of the
extensions. Three-week back-to-work deferrals were
considered inadequate in 33.3% of the cases. There were no
~extensions for this type of deferral.

Effect of the Deferral Program on Duration and Reemployment
Deferred claimants on the average, filed for fewer weeks
than claimants in general (16.7 vs 20.7). Concerning benefits

exhaustion, 26.8% of the deferred claimants drew out their
entire claim as opposed to 22.6% for all claimants.

Conclusions

Documentation to justify deferrals was considered an essential
component of the deferral process by this study team. It was
considered to be adequate in only 32.3% of the initial deferrals
and in only 13% of the deferral extensions.

Significantly, deferral use has increased considerably since
Quality Control has been gathering the data. Also, one dquarter
of the deferred claimants had exhausted their claims in 1989; in
addition, deferred claimants filed for only a slightly shorter
period, on average, than non-deferred claimants.

Lack of documentation is considered to be a serious deficiency
needing attention by Department management. The wording 1in
portions of the UI Rules is part of the problem; the present
format and design of some Department UI forms add to the problem;
and the UI (Part V) Procedures Manual section on deferrals, as
presently written, also contributes to the deficiency. Finally,
there is a need for training of local office claims personnel on
fact-finding and documentation procedures for granting and
extending deferrals.
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Recommendations

Below is a list of the primary recommendations resulting from
the study: -

Policy (UI Rules)

Lower the base-period wage requirement for union deferrals
from 100% to a more equitable figure. .

In the 4(b) rule, specify the maximum length of the job-
recall deferral to be fourteen weeks and eliminate the
reference to two 7-week deferrals.

Add a description of the seasonal and recall deferrals to
the union deferral discussion in the 4(c) availability
rule.

Procedures

Outline the documentation requirements for deferrals in the
Part V claims manual.

Revise selected agency forms to . elicit documentation for
deferrals. )

Require some communication with employers and unions prior
to granting or extending deferrals.

Provide training for 1local office claims personnel on
proper deferral procedures.

Have deferral-ending dates automatically removed (with
claimant notification) at that time, unless extended.
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DUA EXPERT SYSTEM
as developed by
The Texas Employment Commission

by Howard R. Hageman
&
Ted Swindle

The Texas Employment Commission and the Department of Labor
entered into a synergistic working relatlon=h1p between project
personnel that built on their experience, training, knowledge,
and expertise. That cooperative relationship became a workshop
for constructing an expert system for Disaster Unemployment
Assistance that could cope with difficulties associated with a
Federal program that is called to action infrequently and that
requires a rapid and expert response from the employees
(sometimes temporaries) who are unfamiliar with complex laws
containing factors that are easily overlooked. The need was for
a mechanism that would bring state employees up to speed quickly
following a disaster while utilizing all the right criteria
contained in the legislation and in DOL directives.

Our initial understanding of the overall goal of the DUA expert
system was an exportable version that improved operational
efficiency and comprehension of DOL directives and guidelines.
As the project progressed, we began to speak most often of
developing an expert system that helps those who use it to make
consistent and accurate decisions when they determine DUA
monetary eligibility. The goal, then, has keen to create a
dynamic instrument that contains the desired consistency and
accuracy in making monetary determinations of entitlement to DUA
benefits.

SYSTEM STRUCTURE

The DUA expert system was written using the AION software. It is
a rule based system as well as a system using objects to achieve
its goals. Object processing is used for developing the storage
of data in files. The object processing or class structure is
also used to store and accumulate data internally that would be
used later in the program. Both backward and forward chaining
rules were used in the development of the system. Rather than
developing large states in the system, more small states were
used. The rules were constructed largely by using functions.
All of these factors made the system modular so that it can
easily be enhanced and updated as modifications are needed.

Throughout the system basic information on the disaster is used

repetitively. The disaster incident period, disaster number,
declaration date, state specific information as the state minimum
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and maximum benefit amount and the state average weekly benefit
amount are entered by the office manager or person in charge that
knows the password. Counties and their announcement dates are
also entered on a separate screen; the counties can be added as
they are announced. This base information is saved into two
files: a file containing the administrative information and a
file containing the information on the counties. When the
consultation is loaded, this base information is read from the
files and held in memory throughout the consultation. This saves
the user from having to re-enter this basic information each time
the consultation is loaded.

The overall system is composed of one vocabulary, eight classes,
one independent state, and thirty-three states. The large number
of modules used in this system make it more flexible and easy to
update. Data entry screens, menus, and boolean type questions
are used to direct the consultation.

DEPLOYMENT STATUS AND RESULTS

The DUA Determiner's Assistant has been developed for use in
Texas. With the potential for a nationwide use in mind; some
work toward a system for Louisiana has been completed. Since DUA
is administered largely by federal legislation, it is an ideal
application for exporting to other states with only a minor
amount of adjusting of the "state specific formula for computing
the weekly benefit amount." The major changes for state specific
information would occur in paragraph (a) (1) of 20 CFR 625.6. The
system can be built to compute the weekly benefit amount for any
state.

We have tested the system in Texas. This testing has resulted in
some minor changes in the expert system and some major changes in
the collection of data from the applicants. The system has
caused the fact finding and collection of wage information to
improve. An awareness of the existence of the system and the
recognition of the need for complete information to produce a
determination using the system has already begun to have an
affect on the DUA claims taking process.
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AN ESSAY ON SHORT TIME COMPENSATION

by
Wayne Vroman*

October 1990

* Senior Research Associate, the Urban Institute. This paper is taken from Chapter 2 of a
February 1990 report to the National Commission for Employment Policy (NCEP) entitled
"Alternatives for Managing Production Cutbacks.” That report, prepared with Douglas
Wissoker, was written under terms of a contract with NCEP. Helpful comments on drafts of
this paper were received from Everett Crawford, Casey Koziol, John Matzner, Barbara
Oakley, Carol Romero and Steve Wandner. The usual caveat regarding responsibility for
remaining errors applies.
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"Worksharing" or short time compensation (STC) represents an alternative to layoffs
as a way for firms to reduce labor inputs in periods of slack demand. Currently the standard
procedure for reducing work hours is to lay off the least senior employees.» This actiqn
concentrates the reduction in hours narrowly among a small number while lcaving other
workers unaffected. An alternative proccdure for reducing labor input i;o retain all |
employees by reducing weekly hours for a much larger fraction of the firm’s work force.
Those who work shorter hours experience a reduction in weekly carnings, but part of the
reduction is compensated by partial unemployment insurance benefits. This latter
arrangement is termed worksharing or short time compensation. Recently the unemployment
insurance (UI) programs in several states have been modified to facilitate the use of A
worksharing arrangements.

Worksharing STC programs are still comparatively new in the U.S. and, as such, the
literature evaluating STC programs is rather limited. Three of the most relev;mt contributions
are an evaluation conducted by the State of California (1982) of its own program, a book
edited by MaCoy and Morand (1984) and a congressionally mancdated study of STC
completed in 1985 by Kerachsky et al. (1986) of Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. For
many of the topics to be discussed empirical evidence will be taken from one or more of
these three sources.

Several analytic and policy issues arise in reference to worksharing. A later section of
the paper discusses four: (1) the types of unctﬁployment risks to E"C covered, (2) the

distribution of worker sacrifices, (3) effects on employer costs, and (4) administrative

-71-




feasibility of STC. The first two sections are devoted to aAdescription of worksharing
programs and a discussion of two important facts about worksharihg.

Before proceeding to any of these topics, however, it may be appropriate to note the
two principal conclusions of this paper. (1) Experiences with worksharing short time
compensation programs in selected states have shown them to be administratively feasible
and to be viewed favorably by participating workers and employers. (2) If worksharing is to
reduce the volume of layoffs to a noticeable extent, however, many more workers and
employers must participate in STC than have done so to date. Four ways to increase use of
worksharing can be recommended. The number of states with STC programs and the number
of employers participating within states should both be increased. Employers with STC
should use worksharing more (in preference to layoffs) and eligible unemployed workers

should be encouraged to participate in worksharing.
A Description of Short Time Compensation Programs

Short time compensation programs existed in 14 states in 1989. STC programs are
authorized within each state’s Ul statute and they provide a framework of rules and
procedures for individual employers to follow when they create STC plans for their workers.
Employers submit STC plans to the UI agency when they foresee the need to make a
substantial reduction in hours of work for a temporary period. Typically hours must decline
by at least 10 percent and the plan must be approved by the local union if the firm is
unionized.: The plan indicates how much weekly hours will be reduced (usually by 20 to 40

percent), which units within the firm will be affected and which workers will be affected. An
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STC plan will usually cover a 52-week period with affected workers receiving a prorated
share of the weekly Ul benefit for total unemployment. The most common use of STC by
employers is to place employees on a four-day week, reducing work hours by 20 percent. If
affected workers are eligible and apply for UI benefits, they receive one-fifth of their weekly
UI benefit for the day when they are not at work. Plans allow affected persons to receive
STC for a limited period, e.g., 26 weeks in a 52 week period, and benefit payments are
deducted from their UI benefit entitlements. Thus, someone otherwise eligible for 26 weeks
of UI benefits would only be eligible for 23 weeks if he or she had already been paid benefits
for 15 weeks at one day per week under the STC plan.

Payments of STC are financed like regular UI benefit payments, i.e., deductions are
made from the employer’s UI trust fund account in reserve ratio states or added to other

liable benefit charges in benefit ratio states. ]

Trust fund balances are subsequently -
replenished by higher employer taxes under UI experience rating formulas. Since an
individual employer’s account balance (total past taxes plus interest less total past benefit
charges) may already be low (or possibly even negative) at the time the STC plan is
approved, concerns have been voiced that some participating firms might abuse the system.
To guard against possible abuses, special tax provisions have been included in the STC
legislation of several states. Firms with low and/or negative balances that adopt an STC plan
are subjected to additional taxes through a tax schedule that is added to the state’s normal Ul

tax schedule. For example, the range of 1989 é}nploycr tax rates in Arizona was from .1 to

5.4 percent of taxable wages while the special STC taxes could add as much as 2.0 percent.
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Thus, a negative balance employer whose reserve ratio was smaller than -15 percent that
adopted an STC plan would face a total tax rate of 7.4 percent.
To implement an STC program a state has to modify the provisions of its existing UI

statutes. Several important areas of change'arc as follows.

(1) The partial benefit schedule. State programs typically allow
beneficiaries to work small amounts and collect partial Ul benefits.
The permissible earnings amounts are so low, however, anyone
working three or four days per week would be ineligible for partial Ul
benefits. These provisions are overriden for STC beneficiaries. STC
workers are allowed to collect the same percentage of their weekly Ul
benefit as the percentage reduction in weekly hours. Thus someone
entitled to $150 in weekly UI benefits but working four days under an
STC plan would collect $30 of UI for the fifth day.

(2) Availability for work requirements. Someone collecting regular Ul
benefits must demonstrate his or her availability for work as a
condition for continued benefit eligibility. Although individual states
have differing availability provisions they generally require that the
beneficiary be available for work and actively search for alternative
employment. Since those receiving STC are already employed
(albeit at reduced weekly hours) they are exempted from engaging in
active job search for that part of the week when partial Ul benefits are
being received.

(3) The waiting period. Workers who are laid off typically must wait one
week before starting to receive Ul benefits. If one week were
interpreted to mean five days in benefit status, this would imply much
longer waiting periods for STC recipients. States typically have

. defined the STC waiting period to be the first week when the person
is working shorter hours under worksharing.

(4) Entitlement to regular UI benefits. Although STC plans are supposed
to cover temporary reductions in hours there is a realistic possibility
of a subsequent layoff for affected workers. The states deduct dollars
of STC from the worker’s total entitlement for regular UI benefits.

(5) Financing. Benefits for STC are deducted from employer UI trust

fund balances (or, in benefit ratio states, added to the employer’s
benefit ratio) like other benefit payments. Employers with low and
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negative balances may be subjected to additional taxes after an STC
plan is adopted.

California was the first state to establish a worksharing program with STC workers
initially eligible fo réceive béneﬁts in August 1978. Anzona a:mdl Oregon then followed suit
in 1982. At least one state adopted STC in each year between 1983 andT988, and only one
program (in Ilinois) has been discontinued. (The Illinois program is discussed below.) As
of 1989 14 states have STC programs. Because em;;loyers and workers seem to havé had
generally positive experiences with worksharing, there is active interest in STC in several
other states which c;urrt;,ntly do not have programs. Federal legislation sponsored by
Representative f’atricia Schroéder of Colorado and enacted in 1932 (PL 97-248) mandated
that the Secretary of Labor develop model legislative language to be used by states when
adopting STC programs. The model language was made available to the states in July 1983.2

Important provisions of STC programs in thé 14 states that have them are sumxﬁarized
in Téble 1. Although their provisions are quite similar it is obvious from the table that the
STC programs have their differences, even arﬁong those enacted after the Labor
Department’s model language was made available in 1983. The table shows when the
programs were established in each state, the maximum duration of individual STC plans and
some information on important benefit provisions and tax provisions in each state.

The plan must indicate how the fringe benefits of participating workers will be
affected. In most states the employer is not under a statutory obligation to fully maintain the
fringe benefits of STC Workers. Table 1, howe;rer, shows that five states (Arkansas,

Louisiana, Massachusetts, New York and Washington) requiréd the full maintenance of
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Table 1. Short-Time Compensation Worksharing Programs in 1989
State Initial Maximum Maximum Range of Mainte- Special Maximum
Year of Duration Weeks of Reduction nance of STC Tax STC Tax
Program of Plans STC in Hours Fringe Rate? Rate
(weeks) Benefits (percent) Benefits? (percent)
Acizona 1982 52 26 10 to 40 Optional Yes 2.0
Arkansas 1985 52 26 10 to 40 Required No
California 1978 26 26 10 or more Optional No
Florida 1984 52 26 10 to 40 Optional Yes 1.0
Kansas 1988 52 26 20 to 40 Optional No
Louisiana 1986 52 26 20 to 40 Required No
Maryland ‘1984 26 26 10 to 50 Optional No
Massachusetts 1986 26 26 10 to 60 Required-a No
Missouri 1987 52 26 20 to 40 Optional Yes 3.9
New York 1986 20 20 20 to 60 Required No
Oregon 1982 52 26 20 to 40 Optional  Yes 3.0
Texas 1986 52 26 10 to 40 Optional Yes-b 3.0
Vermont 1986 26 26 20 to 50 Optional No
Washington 1983 52 26 10 to 50 Required-a  No

Source: U.S. Department of Labor (1987) and Commerce (learing House
summaries of State UI laws.

a- Only health insurance benefits must be fully maintained starting in 1990.
b- STC tax discontinued after 1989
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fringe benefits in 1989. During 1989, two of the five (Massachusetts and Washington)
changed their law sb that only health insurance benefits had to be maintained fully starting in
1990, In practice, over 90 percent of affected workers continue 1o receive full fringe benefits
even in states where employers theoretically could reduce, say, health insurance coverage or
pension accruals by the same percentage (or more) as the percentage reduction in weekly
hours of work.3

Benefit pfovisions in STC programs are quite similar. Weekly houfs in an acceptable
plan typically may be reduced from 10 to 20 percent to 40 or 50 percent. California,
Massachusetts and New York permit even larger percentage reductions. All states deduct
STC benefits from the worker’s entitlement for regular sfatc UI benefits. All states but
Maryland have an STC-waiting week requirement of one week, which is the same as in their
respective regular UI programs. This is interpreted to mean one week in STC benefit status
and not five days of STC benefits. Once it has been served, the worker does not have to
serve another waiting period should he or she subsequently experience full time
unemployment. All states with STC programs exempt beneficiaries from the provisions of
the partial benefit schedule and from the able and available work requirement.

" Benefit payments to STC workers affect employer UI reserve balances and individual
employer experience rating measures in the s@c way as other Ul benefit payments.
Particulérly in the early years of STC programs, however, there were concerns that STC
could have adverse effects on overall Ul trust fund balances, balances which were already
low due to recessions. These concemns help explain why the first STC programs all included

special financing provisions. In the years from 1982 through 1984 STC employers in
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Arizona, California and Oregon were taxed under special tax scheclules which could add a
surtax of up to 3.0 percent to their rates vis-a-vis other covered em;ployers.4 Concerns about
possible adverse effects on state trust funds inhibited the adoption of STC in states that were
experiencing Ul financing problems in the early 1980s.

As UI trust fund balances have grown in the mid to late 1980s and as experiences with
STC have accumulated, concerns about the effects of STC on fund balances have receded.
Table 1 shows that only four states have special tax rate schedules in 1989 and the number
declines to four in 1990. California has completely eliminated its special schedule and the
maximum STC rate in Arizona is now only 2.0 percent. Texas, a state that had Ul trust fund
debts as recently as 1987, had a special STC tax from 1987 to 1989 but eliminated the tax for
1990. The majority of states adopting STC programs in recent years have not included
special STC tax provisions. For most STC employers STC benefit payments now affect

subsequent UI taxes (through experience rating) in exactly the same way as other Ul benefits.
STC Program Experiences

Two facts about STC program experiences in the U.S. deserve particular attention: the
low utilization of worksharing and the continued heavy reliance on layoffs by worksharing
employers. Table 2 helps to illustrate the low utilization of STC. States submit reports to the
UI Service of the U.S. Department of Labor that summarize STC claims and benefit activity.
The table shows equivalent weeks of STC claims by state for years from 1982 to 1988.
Equivalent weeks refer to five day weeks that are equivalent to claims by regular UI

applicants, e.g., five workers each with one day of STC would represent one equivalent week
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Table 2. Short-Time Compensation Utilization, 1982 to 1988

State

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Florida

Louisiana

Maryland
Missouri

Oregon

Texas

Washington

Year

1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1985
1986
1987
1988
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1985
1986
1987
1988
1986
1987
1988
1985
1986
1987
1988
1988
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1986
1987
1988
1985
1986
1987
1988

STC Equiv.
Weeks
Claimed
(000s)

24.3
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Regular
UI Weeks
Claimed
"(000s)

2089.5
1615.4
1004.4°
1075.7

- 1282.4

1307.9
- 931.9
1419.1
1430.4
1384.7
1299.2
26869.0
24291.3
18102.4
20245.6
20368.5
17613.7
16600.4
2941.6
3068.1
2690.4
2618.9
4215.7
3155.8
2205.0
1885.5
1851.8
1583.7
1402.0
2323.9
3488.3
2610.3
2062.6
2263.0
2189.7
1859.2
1634.7
8512.2
7652.9
5812.2
3575.6
3365.2.
3132.8
3141.3

STC Weeks/
Reg. Weeks
(percent)

1.163
0.941
0.378
17962
0.600
0.249
0.183
0.056
0.042
0.095
0.079
0.581
0.344
0.157
0.523
0.304
0.163
0.151
0.156
0.303
0.065
0.055
0.017
0.039
0.014
0.456
0.389
0.256
0.212
0.022
0.215
0.306
0.092
0.159
0.119
0.015
0.013
0.062
0.055
0.028
0.204
0.244
0.083
0.049

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, UI Service. Data are
not shown for Kansas, Massachusetts, New York or
Vermont because equivalent weeks claimed were
essentially zero. Equivalent weeks claimed and
weeks claimed measured in thousands.
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of STC claims. The largest volume of equiva]eht weeks claimed occurred in California in
1982--156,000 weeks.

Relative to regular UI claims ’activity, howcver, STC claims are very small. The table
shows regular weeks claimed (i.e., 52 times average weekly insured unemployment) and then
STC equivalent weeks as a percent of regular weeks. Across all 13 programs STC equivalent
weeks exceeded 1 percent of regular weeks claimed only two times between 1982 and 1988
(in Arizona in 1982 and 1985). For the 44 state-year observations shown in Table 2 the |
percentage exceeded .3 percent 13 times and it fell below .2 percent 25 times.

Note also in Table 2 that STC utilization within individual states declined between
1982 and 1988. To some extent this may be merely a reflection of the business cycle (i.e.,
much higher unemployment in 1982 and 1983 than in later years), but the cycle also affects
regular Ul claims as well. This pattern suggests that the existence of worksharing provisions
in state Ul programs for longer numbers of years does not necessaﬁly lead to increased
utilization of STC.

In California where some daﬁ extend back to 1979 it is clear that STC utilization is
highly cyclical, but there is no discernable upward trend in the STC share of weeks claimed.
To some extent the absence of an upward trend may simply reflect the effects of declining
unemployment. Better evidence on this question will be available when unemployment
increases during the next recession.

International data show STC programs to be much larger m other countries. For
example, between 1973 and 1983 STC claimants in the Federal Republic of Germany ranged

from 2.3 percent to 16.3 percent of Ul claimants SA coxhparison of data from California
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with Canadian data for 1982 and 1983 suggests that the numbers of workers covered by STC
plans in the two jurisdictions were similar (150,000 to 200,000) but that about three to five
times as many unemployed Canadians claimed STC benefits.5

~In light of the cross country evidence, three separate factors that cogtribute to low STC
claims activity in U.S. states with STC programs can be suggested: (1) a smaller proportion
of U.S. employers participate in STC; (2) participating U.S. employers make less use of STC
and more use of layoffs than their Canadian and West German counterparts; and (3)
application rates among U.S. workers placed on STC are low, perhaps half the rates for
workers on 1ayoff.7 Later in the paper ways to increase worker and employer utilization of
STC in the United States will be discussed.

The second fact about STC prbgrams in the U.S. isvthat participating employers
continue to make extensive uses of layoffs. One estimate made in the congressionally
mandated study conducted by Mathematica Policy ReScarch, Inc. (MPR) was that STC
employers reduced worker hours about eight t‘imes’as much through layoffs as they did
thrdugh worksharing.8 It appears that workéharing tybically represents a rather small part of
the total cutback in hours made by participaﬁng employérsvih periods of slack demand.

That employers with worksharing plans should continue to make extensive use of
layoffs is probabiy the most surprising ﬁnding of the MPR research study. It raises questions
about how worksharing plans are structured and how wide is STC coverage in firms with
worksharing. Perhaps only narrow classes of {&orkers are cOveréd. by the plans, e.g.,
engineers and other technic‘él specialists, rather than the méjority of workers. Perhaps the

firms in the MPR sample were unusual in a way not captured by the project’s sampling
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plan.9 Perhaps the layoff data refer to substantial time periods when the worksharing plans
were not in effect. Whatever the explanation may be, this is an important question that merits
further research.

If only narrow classes of workers are covered under employer-initiated STC plans, then
there may be a need to require broader coverage. As it stands, the widespread use of _layoffs
by worksharing employers severely limits the amount of employment stabilization that could

be expected from STC.
Some Analytic and Policy Issues

Short-Run versus Long-Run Unemployment

Worksharing is an institutional arrangement inteﬁded to address situations of short-run
reductions in labor input. In practice, the ability of employers to distinguish short-run from
longer run situations is quite limited, particularly at the start of recessions.

Time series data from Table 2 show that the us‘e of STC follows the business cycle. In
Arizona, California and Oregon where experiences extend back to 1982, the years of highest
usage (both the level of STC weeks claimed and STC weeks as a percent of weeks claimed in
regular UI) were 1982 and 1983, the years of highest unemployment and years when
unemployment was ﬁsing. Unemployment rose again in Arizona in late 1985 and early
1986.10 Thus the STC claims data from Arizona are consistent with the idea that STC is
used in the early stages of a downtum before the extent of the recession is known.

The data in Table 2 also suggest that utilizatipn of STC dgclijnes in the later stages of a

downturn. Note that in California that between 1982 and 1983 weeks claimed fell by nearly
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half, while the state’s unemployment rate fell by only .2 percentage points, from 9.9 percent
t0 9.7 percent. Similarly, in Arizona STC usage in 1986 was only about one-third of 1985
usage despite the fact that the state’s unemployment rate actually increased from 6.5 percent
in 1985 to 6.9 percent in 1986. There is a clear suggestion in the data of Tﬂ)le 2 that STC
employers place less reliance on worksharing and greater reliance on layoffs once they
accurately perceive the extent of the cyclical workforce adjustments that are needed.

Although worksharing may not have a large effect on the volume of layoffs in
recessions, it can help in mamtaxmng worker eligibility for UI benefits. Consider, for
example, an STC plan that becomes effective on January 1, 1989. Although no one is laid off
on that date, suppose that several workers start to collect partial UI benefits. For those
workers weekly benefits are computed on base period earnings, typically the twelve-month
period ending on September 30, 1988. Filing for partial Ul benefits under worksharing
activates a benefit year that runs from Januar& 1, 1989 to December 30, 1989. If the person
draws some STC early in ,1989; he or she continues to accumulaté covered eai'nings that are
used to determine monetary Qﬁgibility in the next benefit year that could start as early as
January 1, 1990. |

Even if the STC participant is subSequenﬂy laid off, say, on J'ﬁly 1, 1989, delaying the
layoff helpé to prolong UI benefit eligibility. The delay allows one to accrue more earnings
that help establish benefit eligibility for the next Beneﬁt_ year. ThlS would help prevent the
fall-off in insured unemployment (relative to tc;t;l,unemplpymcnt’) that is observed to occur

in the later periods of recessions. Although the quantitative importance of this effect is not
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obvious, it clearly would help to reduce the volume of UI exhaustions that occur late in
recessions.

When reductions in hours become more severe than originally anticipated under an
STC plan, questions (particularly in nonunion firms) arise as to precisely which workers are
to be laid off. If some are older workers, they may find it difficul: to secure other jobs in the
local labor market and may be unwilling or unable to relocate to ather labor markets.
Because the cutbacks in hours become larger as a recession deepens, a displaced worker
problem could arise among employers adopting STC plans. To date only Maryland’s STC
law has considered this issue. |

When an employer submits an STC plan to the State of Maryland, there must be
included a reemployment assistance plan showing the measures to be taken to assist those
who are to be permanently laid off. The details of the reemployment assistance plan are
developed in cooperation with the Maryland Secretary of Employment and Training.
Services provided to affected workers can include: (1) information on job vacancies listed
with the Employment Service, (2) attendance at a job-finding workshop, (3) retraining
through a local JTPA Service Delivery Area, and (4) enrollment in courses at a local
community college. The state’s motivation is to identify the workers at the time of their
permanent layoff in order to facilitate their reemployrrient. Maryland’s STC program began
in July 1984 and the state has had a strong labor market since that date (with an
unemployment rate below 5.0 percent in every year since 1984). To date the state has had no

experience with this aspect of its STC program.
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For most states STC will be directed towards workers with good long term
employment prospects with their present employers. Since even STC employers use
worksharing much less than layoffs, we need tb know the reasons for the low utilization. The
low utilization was established by the MPR study (Kerachsky et al., 1986), .but they did not
investigate how extensive were the worksharing units covered by an STC plan relative to

total employment at individual plants. If worksharing is only made available to small worker
units (presumably more skilled or specialized groups) and not to the bulk of production
workers, this could explain the low utilization. The low utilization could be examined by an
analysis of STC plan applications. The affected units and individual workers are required to
be identified in the applications. Research into this issue would help in assessing the

potential of work sharing as an alternative to layoffs.

The Distribution of Worker Sacrifices

It seems likely that STC programs prbduce a much different distribution of worker
sacrifices when compared to workforce reductions accomplished through layoffs. The
reduction of work hours is much smaller for affected workérs under worksharing but the
number of affected workers is much higher. Five times as many are affected by an STC
reduction of from five to four days of work per week vis-a-vis reductions accomplished
through layoffs. Layoffs typically affect the least senior workers in nonunion firms as well as
in unionized companies. Thus an STC plan will affect proportionately more of the senior
workers who also are the more highly paid}employees. In sﬁort, STC and layoffs cause

different patterns of earnings losses.
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State UI programs typically limit maximum weekly benefits to a modest proportion
(half to two-thirds) of the state’s average weekly wage. These maximums ensure that Ul
benefits replace a lower fraction of lost wages for high wage workers than for low wage
workers. 11 Thus, on average, the UI benefits paid under an STC plan will replace a smaller
fraction of lost earnings than under layoffs. Because more of the affected workers are senior,
highly paid employees, a lower average wage loss replacement occurs even though a larger
fraction of Ul reéipients are paid the maximum allowable benefit. Under an STC plan, then,
the cutback in work hours has three clear consequences: (1) more wage loss (because more
senior workers are affected); (2) a lower degree of wage loss replacement (because more
workers are affected by the UI benefit maximum); and (3) higher total UI benefit payments
(because more beneficiaries receive the maximum benefit). Other things equal, UI benefit
outlays increase when an STC plan replaces layoffs as the vehicle for reducing hours of
work.

Because it can result in increased UI benefit outlays, adoption of STC was inhibited in
several states that had UI debts owed to the U.S. Treasury in the early 1980s. Pennsylvania,
which had outstanding loans until 1988 considered but never adopted an STC for this reason.
Of the large northern industrial states with substantiél debts, only Illinois (in 1984) enacted
an STC program, and it was unique in having financing provisions which made STC
completely separate from the state’s Ul trust fund. Apparently because employers had to
make prepayments into an escrow account before STC benefits could be received, the
program was not used by any Illinois employer over the 1984-1988 period. Lack of use led

to the program’s discontinuation in 1988.
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As noted above, the replacement of layoffs with STC substantially raises the numbers
affected by workforce reductions. Evidence from California suggests that the application rate
(or take-up rate) for UI benefits among those placed on reduced wezkly hours may be
considerably lower than among workers who are laid off. To date it is not clear why STC
participants exhibit a lower application rate. It is important to try to identify the reason (or
reasons). If it is due to a lack of knowledge about benefit eligibility this is a much more
serious public policy concern than if workers know about their eligibility but simply do not
bother or want to apply for benefits.12 Some eligible workers may Want to save their full
entitlement to benefits for a situation of layoff unemployment.

Labor unions have fought successfully to establish the use of seniority as the principal
criterion to be used in decisions regarding layoffs and promotions. Since STC programs
make a fundamental change in the ground rules surrounding temporary layoffs, all state
legislation enacted to date has given unions tl;e' ability to veto proposed STC plans by
requiring written union assent to such plans. Thus, in unionized firms the union as well as
the employer actively participates in decisions to formulate and submit an STC plan to the Ul
agency for approval.

Adoption of an STC plan also could have equal employment opportunity (EEQ) impli-
cations for participating companies. On average, two of the classes of workers protected by
EEO legislation (minorities and women) have less employment seniority than their white
male co-workers. When employment cutbacks fbccur under an STC plan white males will be

relatively more affected while blacks, Hispanics, women and younger workers will be less

adversely affected than under seniority-related layoffs. Thus an STC plan may help to more
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effectively preserve the sex-race-age composition of a company’s work force and preserve
the gains resulting from the recent recruitment of minority and female workers. 13

This issue was examined in the MPR study of STC (Kerachsky et al., 1986, Chapter 7).
They found that minority, female and younger employees among comparison employers did
not appear to be disproportionately subject to layoffs compared to white males. Among STC
employers they found above-average participation in worksharing among women but below-
average participation among young workers (findings for which they did not offer
explanations). Overall, however, they concluded that worksharing had a largely neutral
effect on workforce composition among participating employers.

In summary, adoption of an STC plan has three effects on workers exposed to risks of
layoff unemployment:

(1) It changes risks of unemployment from a narrower to a wider

number, from an all or nothing to a more proportionate reduction

across more workers and from less senior to more senior workers.

(2) Itincreases total Ul costs as a consequence of more high-wage
workers being subjected to shorter work weeks.

(3) Theoretically, it helps preserve the sex-race-age composition of a

company’s work force, but the MPR study’s empirical evidence on
the point was not definitive.

Effects on Employer Costs
Employers’ labor costs may be affected by the adoption of an STC plan. Compared to
manpower reductions accomplished through layoffs, the use of STC could have differential

effects on a firm’s labor costs by affecting one or more of the following: (1) productivity per
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employee hour, (2) hourly wage costs, (3) hourly fringe benefit costs, and (4) training costs
and other costs associated with employee turnover.14

Average output per hour worked (or labor productivity) typically declines in the short
run when weekly hours are reduced. 15 One could argue that productivity should be

adversely affected under STC because more senior (more productive) workers share in the

reduced hours. To the extent that older workers are not more productive. or that overall

employee morale is improved, the use of STC may not have a differential effect on
productivity. Ultimately the question is an empirical one and it has yet to be addressed in a
major study.

Although, effects of STC on productivity are ambiguous, it clearly causes a reduction in
hourly wage costs when compared to layoffs. When STC is used to reduce hours, the
composition of more and less experienced workers (who are more and less highly paid) of the
affected unit is preserved. This prevents hou}ly wage costs from rising because senior
workers participate proportionately in the reductions in work hours,

The effects of STC on fringe benefit costs will typically be to raise costs. The four
most expensive fringe benefit categories are employer-provided pensions, employer-provided
health insurance, social security payroll taxes, and pay for time not worked, e.g., holidays,
vacations, and sick leave. Of the four, the former two usually have elements of ﬁxcd costs
per worker, i.e., they do not decline whén hours worked decline. Thus, if hours are reduced
the per-hour costs of these fringe.benefits will fi_se». In 9 of 14 states with STC programs, full

maintenance of fringe benefits is not required (recall Table 1), but, in fact; most employers

with STC plans have maintained them.16 In practice, fringe benefit costs would be higher
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under STC compared to layoffs. This cost disadvantage of STC, however, would be
outweighed by the savings in hourly wage costs in most firms.

The fourth cost area, training costs, also is lower when employers use STC to reduce
manhours. There is less necd to train new workers in a subsequent upswing because current
workers never leave during the period of slack demand (at a rate above the rate due to normal
attrition). Experience in California suggests the savings in training costs can be
substantial. 1

When the preceding four cost elements are considered together, two conclusions are
suggested. The effect of STC on productivity per employee hours worked is not known.
Until information regarding effects on productivity is obtained there must be a margin of
uncertainty in any inference about the effect of STC on costs. Regarding the other three areas
of labor costs, it is most likely that employers will experience lower per hour costs of wage
péyments and training costs but higher per hour costs of fringe benefits. On balance, the
former two should be larger than the latter leading to lower labor costs per employée hour.
One reason why STC is attractive to participating employers is the savings in labor costs that
are realized.

A final cost consideration should be noted that is linked to a controversial finding of
the MPR study of worksharing. Most people thinking about the reduction in hours achieved
under STC would initially assume the reduction to be the same under STC as under layoffs.
In their analysis, however, Kerachsky et al. (1986, Chapter 4) found that workers in STC

employment spent 1.45 percent fewer hours on regular UI (layoff) but 2.65 percent more
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hours on STC vis-a-vis workers for comparison employers. They concluded that employers
reduce hours more under STC than under layoffs.

This finding is controversial and might not be replicated if a new empirical analysis of
STC were undertaken. 13 However, for present purposes, suppose the finding is correct (i.e.,
hours are reduced more under STC than under layoffs). There could be a straightforward
explanation, namely that employers have more flexibility in making workforce reductions
under STC. If this is the case then, from an employer perspective, STC may be preferred to.
layoffs because it allows for greater "fine tuning” of reductions in labor inputs. Two
consequences of STC would then be larger reductions in labor costs and more days of UI
claims. If workers are satisfied with this arrangement (a question for which we do not have
direct evidence) and if experience rating is fully operative, then the finding that STC leads to
larger reductions in hours (vis-a-vis layoffs) does not mean that ST'C should not be used. 19

To conclude, STC probably leads to lé&a employer costs compared to workforce
reductions accomplished through layoffs. STC would also be expected to cause higher UI.
costs; because UI benefits per hour in benefit status would be higher (i.e., there would be |
more high wage claimants) and possibly because workers would experience larger total
reductions in hours worked and increased hours to claim Ul benefits. As long as the extra Ul
benefit payouts are fully experience rated, this would mean that STC employers would pay
for the extra costs.20 Thus, STC would be expected to reduce labor costs for participating

employers, and not to raise costs for nonpartiéii)ating employers through higher UI taxes.
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Administering Worksharing Programs
Worksharing poses a number of interesting issues for Ul programs. Four issues are
discussed in the following paragraphs.

Effects of STC on UI Trust Funds. The presence of an STC program could affect a

state’s Ul trust fund. This issue was examined by Kerachsky et al. (1986, Chapter 6) who

addressed both short-run and long-run effects. STC payments, like other UI benefit

payments, act to reduce the Ul trust fund in the very short run unless there is a special STC
tax which is operative at the onset of an STC plan to provide an offsetting inflow into the
trust fund. The question of the short-run effect on the trust fund is more crucial to a state if
its present fund balance is viewed as too low. Because many state funds were in this position
in the early 1980s, and the earliest STC programs had special taxes to ensure that STC did

not pose a short run drain on the trust fund.2!

As trust fund balances have grown in the mid
to late 1980s, most of the more recent STC programs have not had special taxes. The

existence of special STC taxes in Texas during 1987-1989 undoubtedly reflects that state’s

funding problems which lasted longer than in most other states. As noted previously, Texas
repealed its special STC tax in 1989. The majority of states with ST(C programs fund the
programs in the same way as other Ul benefit payments (recall Tablc 1).

Short-run effects of STC on Ul trust funds were examined by the MPR researchers.
They noted that added STC benefit payouts in a recession might not be matched by extra
taxes for a period as long as 18 months or longer. In this analysis of the "next tax-year
recovery rate” (p. 182) they concluded that just 20 percent to 30 percent of extra STC

payments were recovered under existing tax rate schedules in Arizona, California and
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Oregon. They also concluded that the added tax contributions arising from special STC tax -
rates would not be sufficient to cause the extra taxes to match the STC benefit payments in
the short run. Thus STC would be expected to cause added reductions in a state’s UI trust
fund in a recession. _

STC could also have long term effects on state trust funds. If experience rating
provisions operate with_insufficient force and if special STC taxes have maximum rates
which are too low, STC benefit payouts might not be followed by an equal increment of Ul
taxes in subsequent years. To date there is no strong empirical evidence on this point. The
MPR researchers (p. 184) concluded that through ihe combined efforts of experience rating
and special STC taxes it was not likely that STC would "create a severe long term impact on
the solvency of the trust fund.”

For now we conclude that STC may have negative effects on state trust funds in
recessions, but that long run effects are likely to be small. Since most states by the late 1980s
had accumulated substantial UI trust fund balances, trust fund questions should not be an
important obstacle to the adoption of STC in the majority of states that presently do not haQe
STC pfograms.

Use of Mass Enrollments. Initially the STC program in California required each

affected employee to file for benefits at the local Ul office. Adherence to this procedure in
larger firms was inefficient because the list of workers was already assembled at the time the
STC plan was submitted to the state for approval. Thus the list of affected workers was

known both to the central office of the state agency and to the employer at the time the plan
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was approved. Requiring individual workers to then file for benefits at the local Ul office
represented a needless duplication of effort.

After experience with this procedure had been accumulated, it became obvious to both
UI administrators and eml;loyers that enrollments could be done more efficiently. Enroll-
ments now occur at the work site rather than at the local Ul office. The use of mass
enrollments is particularly efficient because many STC plans are utilized by very large
employers. In California in 1978-79, for example, only 4 percent of firms that experienced
claims for regular UI benefits employed 100 or more persons while 18 percent of firms with
STC plans came from this size classification. (See State of California (1982), Table 4.2.)

The MPR analysis (pp. 160-167) noted that there were significant differences in claims
processing procedures between Arizona and the other two states (California and Oregon).
The Arizona program makes widespread use of initial claims filing at the workplace as well
as simpler procedures for filing continuing claims (again at the workplace). By having more
efficient application and continuing claims procedures, Arizona is able to offset most of the
administrative cost disadvantages of STC (vis-a-vis layoffs) that arise from having to deal
with more recipients per equivalent week of compensated unemployment.

Cost Savings Associated with Claims Processing. Compared to claims for regular

State Ul benefits a larger number of claims must be processed under STC. In California the
initial evaluation of STC did not estimate the amount of extra costs incurred by the central
office and field offices of the UI agency. The program was set up so quickly in mid-1978
that no provision was made for monitoring the costs of providing worksharing benefits. Staff

time spent on reviewing STC plan applications in the central office and processing claimant
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applications in local offices was charged to the regular Ul program.22 The evaluation of
STC conducted by MPR did not include an analysis of UI administrative costs.

Although STC should lead to increased numbers of Ul claimants, it is possible that it
actually reduces UI administrative costs. Because fewer workers nee& to enroll in the Job
Service of the state’s Employment Service these cost savings must be netted out against the
extra costs arising from increased numbers of UI claimants. Estimates from Arizona suggest
the savings in Job Service costs can be substantial. The savings come from the avoidance of
job search requirements among STC recipients. One estimate is that in Arizona in 1982
$800,000 was saved in reduced job. search requirements compared to $1,500,000 in STC
benefit payments.23 Since the sav_ings in Job Service costs can be large, STC may not cause
any net increase in the costs of administering a Ul program.

Understanding Low Application Rates in STC. Initial data from California suggest

that many eligible workers covered by STC do not apply for partial UI benefits. As noted
above, their application rate (42 percent) is less than half the rate for workers on layoff. One
explanation could be that they consider it too troublesome to apply for STC benefits. As
noted earlier, some eligible workers may prefer to save their entire UI entitlement for a
situation of layoff unemployment. If they were not fully aware of their benefit rights,
however, the UI program must devise effective ways to communicate with workers to inform
them of their eligibility. Until research findings have established the reason (or reasons) for
the low application rates, this remains a potenstivally troublesome area in administration of

STC programs. Low application rates are one factor leading to the: low number of equivalent
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weeks claimed by STC workers previously noted in Table 2. Until eligible nonapplicants are

contacted, the reason (or reasons) for low application rates will not be known.
Summary

Worksharing short time compensation has the potential for substantially reducing the
number of layoffs and occurrences of layoff unemployment. Experiences with STC
programs in the U.S. in the 1980s show that they are administratively feasible and popular
with many participating employers and workers. Labor costs are probably reduced for most
participating employers. Effects of STC on UI trust funds and UI program administration do
not pose important obstacles to the adoption of worksharing. Also mitigating in favor of
more widespread adoption of STC is the improved status of most state UI trust funds in the
late 1980s.

If worksharing is to realize its potential for reducing layoffs, however, increaseﬁ
numbers of workers must participate in STC. Four factors can contribute to increased use of
STC. First, more states would need to create STC programs. At present only 14 have STC.
Second, to increase the number of employers offering STC aggressive measures to inform
employers and workers about the advantages of STC would need to be undertaken. Third,
for employers with STC plans more information would need to be gathered to determine why
layoffs continue to be used much more extensively than worksharing. If low usage is related
to flaws in STC program design, these should be identified and corrected. Fourth, better
understanding of the low worker application rates for STC benefits is needed. If aspects of

STC program design are found to inhibit applications they would have to be corrected.

~96—




Direct interviews with eligible nonapplicants would be part of this investigation. Increased

understanding of the structure and operation of STC programs in other countries may also

help to increase the reliance of U.S. employers and workers on worksharing arrangements.

Notes ‘ - -

1.

The reserve ratio and benefit ratio methods of experience rating were used in all but
three states in 1989. The main determinant of an employer’s tax rate in reserve ratio
states is the employer’s reserve ratio, i.e., the UI trust fund account balance on a
computation date (often June 30th) measured as a percent of covered (taxable or total)
payrolls. The reserve ratio on the computation date deterrnines next year’s tax rate. In

. benefit ratio states the employer’s benefit ratio (benefit charges against the employer’s

account as a percent of covered payrolls, often measured over a three-year period) is
the main determinant of next year’s tax rate. For one description of the various
experience rating methods used by states see Vroman (1989).

See pages 5-21 of U.S. Department of Labor (1987) for the model language and
commentary on the model language.

The percentages of plans that provide for full maintenance of fringe benefits (in
Oregon) is reported in MaCoy and Morand (1984), p. 103 and (in Arizona, California
and Oregon) in the Mathematica Policy Research (MPR) study of short time
compensation, Kerachsky et al. (1986), p. 214.

The special STC tax schedules were also created to ensure that STC employers did not
receive subsidies from other employers in paying for the costs of STC benefits.

See Table 2 in Vroman (1985). The estimates are based on work of Gunther Schmid of
the Berlin Management Institute. ’

See columns 4 and 5 in Table 2 of Vroman (1985).
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